File No.

171041 Committee Item No. 3

Board Item No. ' q

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST

Committee: Land Use and Transportation - Date November 13, 2017

Board of Supervisors Meeting

Date Decambyr S, DolF

Cmte Board

0 O ¢

o

g
24

®]
-
-
- m
A

 COOOOORRRK

\

g
b

‘Completed by: __._Alisa Somera
Completed by: __AlisaSomera

OO e

Motion

Resolution

Ordinance

Legislative Digest

Budget and Legislative Analyst Report
Youth Commission Report
Infroduction Form

Department/Agency Cover Letter and/or Report
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
Grant Informationi-Form

Grant Budget

Subcontract Budget
Contract/Agreement

Form 126 - Ethics Commission

Award Letter

Application -

Form 700

Vacancy Notice

Information Sheet _

Public Correspondence

(Use back side if additional space is neéded)

Cannas Eaviby Report

Connabis Medioal Atcess RepoH—

CERA Determinahion
. Plonning Commiesion Restlvhion No. 20029

Date November 9, 2017

~
(9]
w

Date November 42011




—

NN NN N N - - e e A A A A
a K O N = © © o N o o b~ w N -

o © o ~N O o A W N

AMENDED IN BOARD
FILE NO. 171041 ' 11/28/2017 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including,
among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, |
delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and
cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional znning
districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medicél
Cannabis Dispensaries to Cnnnabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and

operétingbonditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited

the number of medical éannabis'dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and—s)

Distriet; and 76) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under the CAalifornin Environmental Quality Act; and
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of |
Planning Code, Section 101.1, and 'public necessity, convenience, and welfare’

findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in szngle-underlme ztalzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arialdfont.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables. .

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Environmental and Land Use Findings.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy »
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(@) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Qﬁality Acf (California Public Resources
Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determinaticn is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supe.rvisors in File No. 171041 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms
this determination. |

(b) On Optober 19, 2017, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20029,

| adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,

with the City’s General Plan and eight priority po|icies’of Planning Code Section 101.1. The
Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No. 171041, and is fncorporated herein by reference.

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Sectién 302, this Board finds that this ordinance will

serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning

Commission Resolution No. 20029, and the Board incorporates such reasons herein by

reference.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 102, 202.2,
204.3, 209.1, 209.2, 210.3, 303, 303.1, 312, 703, 710-726, 728-734, 750-764, 803.2, 803.3,

-810-818, 840-845,'890.52, 890.54, and 890.111; adding Sections-190, 191, and 890.125;

and vdeleting Sections 739-742, 745, and 748, to read as follows:

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.
Agricultural Feod;Fiber-and Beverage Processing 1._An Industrial use,thatl involves the
processing of feod-stuffs-agricultural productsfibers; and beverages with a low potential for

noxious fumes, noise, and nuisance fo the surrounding area, including but not limited to

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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bottling plants, breweries, dairy products plant, malt manufacturihg or processing plant, fish
curing, smoking, or drying, cereal manufacturing, liquor distillery, manufacfuring of felt or
shoddy, prodessing of hair or products derived from hair, pickles, sau'ervkr'aut, vinegar, yeast,
soda or soda compounds, meat products, and fish oil. This use doés not include the
processing of wood pulp, and is subject td the operaﬁng conditions outlined in Section

202.2(d).

Agricultural Feod,—Fibeie—and Beverage Processing 2._An Industrial Use that involves the
processing of feed-stuffs-agricultural products fbers; and beverages with a higﬁ potential for
noxious fumes, noise, and nuisance to the surrounding area, including but not limited to a

flour mill;; sugar refinery;; manufacturer of cannabis products or extracts that are derived by using

volatile organic compounds (any use requiring License Type 7—Manufacturer 2, as defined in

California Business and Professions Code, Division 10); and facility for wool pulling or scouring.

This use does not include the processing of wood pulp, and is subject to the operating

conditions outlined in Section 202.2(d),

Agriculture. A Use Category that includes Indu&trial A,qriculﬁzre, Neighborhood Agriculture,

~ and Large-Scale Urban AgricultUre,—aneLG;deenheme.

Agriculture, IndustfialGreenhouse. An Agricultural use that involves the cultivation of plants

for wholesale sales or industrial usesinside-a glass-building._This use includes, but is not limited to,

plant nurseries and cannabis cultivation operations, and is subject to the location and operating

conditions listed in S’ecz‘ion 202.2(c). F or the cultivation of cannabis, this definition includes all

cultivation pursuant to state license types that allow for indoor and/or mixed-light cultivation with up

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . . )
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to 22,000 sq. ft. of canopy. This-definition-does-not-include-accessory-structures-toeated-ina

Agriculture, Large-Scale Urban. An Agricultural Use that is characterized by the use of

land for the production of food or horticultural crops to be harvested, sold, e» donated, or

" otherwise not used or consumed by the operator of the premises that occur: (a) on a plot of land

one acre or larger or (b) on smaller parcels that canhot meet the physical and operational -

standards for Neighborhood Agriculture. This use is subject to location and operatio'nal

-conditions outlined in Section‘2>02.2(c) of this-Codeand does riot include any cannabis-related use

or any other agricultural activities, including the cultivation of cannabis for personal use.

Agriculture.,' Neighborhood. An Agricultural Use that oc;cupies less than one acre for the
production of food or horticultural crops to be harvested, sold, or donated and complies with
the controls and stanidards heréin. The use includes, but is not limited to, home, kitchen, and
roof gardens. Farms that qualify as Neighborhood Agricultural #Use may include, but are not
limited to, community gardens, community-supported agriculture, market gardens, and |
private farms. Neighborhqod Agricultural #Use may be principal or accessory use. This use

is subject to location and operational conditions outlined in Section 202.2(0)—«9]"—#1%'5—@64@14

does not include any cannabis-related use or any other agricultural activities, including the

cultivation of cannabis for personal use.

* 0k % %

Cannabis Retail. A Retail Sales and Service Use that sells or otherwise provides cannabis and

cannabis-related products for adult use, and that may also include the sale or provision of cannabis

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy v :
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establishment may only be operated by the holder of (a) a valid license from the State df California

(License Type 10—Retailer, as defined in California Business and Professions Code, Division 10)

and (b) a valid permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis. This use is subject to operating and

location restrictions set forth in Section 202.2(a).

* * * *

Industrial Use. A Use Category continuing the following uses: Agricultural and Beverage
Processing 1 and 2, Automobile Wrecking, Automobile Assembly, Food Fiber-and-Beverage
PFeﬁéﬂif‘zg—zl—aﬁd—i,LGrain Elevator, Hazardous Waste Facility, Junkyard, Livestock

Processing 1 and 2,'Heavy Manufacturing 1,_'2, and 3, Light Manufacturing, Metal Working,
Power Plént, Ship Yard, Storage Yard, Volatile Materials Storage, and Truck Terminal.
Laboratory. A Non-Retail Sales and Services Use intended or primarily suitable for
scientific research. The space requirements of uses within this category fnclude specialized

facilities and/or built accommodations that distinguish the space from Office uses, Light

'Mahufacturing,’ or Heavy Manufacturing. Examples of laboratories include the following:

(a) Chemistry, biochemisfry, or analytical laboratory;
" (b) Engineering laboratory:

(c) Development laboratory;

(d) Biological laboratories including those classified by the Centers for Disease
Control (CDC) and National Ihstitutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety level 2,
or Biosafety level 3;

() Animal facility or vivariurh,' including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as
Animal Biosafety level 1, Animal Biosafety level 2, 6r Animal Biosafety level 3;

(f) Support laboratory;
(g) Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory; and

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(h) - Core laboratory:; and

(i) Cdnnabis testing facility (any use requiring License Type 8—Testing Laboratory, as

defined in California Business and Professions Code, Division ] 0).

* Kk & %

Manufacturing, Light. An Industrial Use that prO\)ides for the fabrication or production of
goods, by hand or machinery, for distribution to retailers or wholesalers for resale off the
premises, prirﬁarily involving thé‘assembly, packaging, repairing, or processing of previously
prepared materials. Light manufacturing uses include production and custom activities
usually involving individual or special design, or héndiwork, such as the following fabrication
or production activities_,.' és may be deﬁned by the Standard Industrial Classification Code
Mahual as‘ light manufacturing uses: |

(a) Food processing;

(b) Apparel and other garment products;.

(c) Furniture and fixtures;

(d) Printing and publishing of books or newspapers;

(e) Leather prodljcts;

{f) Pottery; |

(9) Glass-blowing:

(h) Commércial laundry, rug cleaning, and dry cléaning facility; e

(i) Measuﬁng, analyzing, and controlling instruments; photographic, medical, and
optical goods; watches and clocks:; or

(1) _Manufacture of cannabis products or cannabis extracts that are derived without the use of

volatile organic compounds (any use requiring License Type 6—Manufacturer 1, as defined in

Cdlifornia Business and Professions Code, Division 1 0). |

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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It shall not include Trade Shop, Agricultural and Beverage Processing 1 or 2, or Heavy

Manufacturing 1, 2, or 3. This use is subject to the location and operation controls in

Section 202.2(d).

* % % &

Medical Cannabis Dispensary. An Institutional Healthcare Use that is either (a)a

cooperative or collective operating under the quthority bf a permit issued by the Director of Health

under Article 33 of the Health Code, or (b) a Medicinal Cannabis Retailer as defined in Police Code

Section 1602. A Medz‘ca? Cannabis Dispensary Usedefined-in-Seetion-3301{f)-of the-San-Francisco
Health-Code-which is permitted only if it meets the conditions listed in Section 202.2(e). |

* * % %

Sales and Services, Retail. A Commercial Use category that includes Uses that involve

the sale of goods, typically in small quantities, or services directly to the ultimate consumer

- or end user with some space for retail service on site, éxcluding Retail Entertainment Arts

and Recreatio.n, and Retail Automobile Uses and including, but not limited to: Adult

Business, Animal Hospital, Bar, Cannabis Retail, Cat Boarding, Chair and Foot Massage,
Tourist Oriented Gift Store, General Grocery, Specialty Grocery, Gym, Hotel, Jewelry Store,

Kennel, Liquor Store, Massa‘ge Establishment, Mortuary (Columbarium), Motel, Non-Auto

Sales, Pharmacy, RestéUrant, Limited Restaurant, General Retail Sales and Service,

Financial Service, Fringe Financial Service, Limited Financial Service, Health -Servibe_,
Instructional Service, Personal Service, Retail Professional Service, Self-Storage, Tobacco
Paraphernalia Establishment, and Trade Shop.

Service, Parcel Delivery. A Non-Retail Automotive Use limited to facilities for the

unloading, sorting, and relbading of local retail merchandise for kome deliveries, including but

not limited to cannabis and cannabis products, where the operation is conducted entirely within

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy ‘ .
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a completely enclosed building, including garage facilities for local delivery trucks, but
| excluding repair shop facilities. Where permitted in PDR Districts, this use is not required to

be operated within a completely enclosed buiiding.

Tk ke %k

Temporary Cahnabis Sales. A T.emgoragg Use that sells or otherwise grdvides cannabis
and cannabis-related products for adqlt use, and that may also include the sale or provision
of cannabis for medicinal use. A Temporary Cé[_jnabis Sales Use may only be operated by
the holder of a valid Medical Cannabis Dispensary Permit’frog the Department of Public
Health, Any gufhorization for a Temporary Cannabis Sales Use shali e)kgire'on January 1,
2019, pursuant to Section 205.2.

Wholesale Sales. A Noﬁ'—Retail Sales and Service Use that exclusively provides goods 6r ‘

commodities for resale or business use, including accessory storage. This use includes

cannabis distribution (any use requiring License Type 11—Distributor, as defined in California

Business and Professions Code, Division 10). It shall not include a honaccessory storage

warehouse.

* % k%

SEC. 145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES.

* % * %

Table 145.4

Reference for _ Reference for Mixed Use | Use
Commercial, } Districts
Neighborhood

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . . .
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Commercial, and.

Residentiai- Commercial

Districts
102 890.125 Cannabis Retail

SECTION 190. CONVERSION OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES TO CANNABIS
RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS. |

om the Department o Public Health

(a) An establishment that either holds a valid permirt

fo operate as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary as of the effective date of the ordinance in Board File

No. 171042——————{"BPH-Permitied-MCD-) or that submitted a complete aggliéation

* for such a permit by July 20, 2017 and receives such a permit from the Department of Public

Health g“Grandfathered MCD”QI ma¥ convert o a Cannabis Retail Use by obtaining a building
permit authorizing the change of use, as set forth below. Such permits are subject to |
neighborhood notification pursuant to Section 312, regardless of zoning district.shall-be

(b) A BPH-PermittedGrandfathered MCD converting to @ Cannabis Retail Use pursuant to

this Section 190 is not subject to the locational restrictions for Cannabis Retail set forth in Section \

202.2(a).

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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the-applieation-In order for a Grandfathered MCD to convert to a Cannabis Retail Use
Qursuanf to this Section 190, a completed application for the change of'use must be
sAubm~itted to the Department of Buildinglnsgection no later than March 31, 2018, and a first
approval by tive Planning Department 6r Planning Commission must be gecei\)ed on or

before December"3’|, 2019. An application will be deemed to have received its first approval
from the Planning Department or Planning Commission when that body issues its decision,

regardless of whether any appeal brAIawsuit is subsequently filed challenging any City -
'aggroval related to the aggﬁcaﬁon.
{exe)(d)All other applications for a change of use from a BPH-Permitted-MGDBMedical

Cannabis Disgénsagg Use fo a Cannabis ARetaz‘Z Use shall be subject to the zoning controls for the

district in which the BPH-Permitted-MEDBMedical Cannabis Dispensary is lpcated.

{e)-(fde) This Section 190 shall expire by ogeraﬁ'on of law on January 1, 2020. Upon its

expiration, the Cityﬁttorriev shall cause this Section 190 to be removed from the Planning Code.

SEC. 191. AUTHOBIZA‘TION OF TEMPORARY CANNABIS SALES USES.

_A Grandfathered MCD, as defined in Section 190, that receives a permit to operate

-as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary from the Degartment of Public Health béfore January 1,

2019 shall be deemed a Temporary Cannabis Sales Use, as defined in Section 205.2.
Upon exgi'rat'gon of the Temporary Cannabis Sales Use authorization, the land use

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 4
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authorization for the parcel will revert to the original authorization to operate as a Medical
Cannabis Disgenéag Use, unless the Planning Department or Planning Commission has
issued a Qermanent authorization for a.Cannabis Retail Use. ’

SEC. 202.2. LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDITIONS.
. (a) Retail Sales and Service Uses. The Retail Sales and Service Uses listed below

shall be subject to the corresponding conditions:

* * % *

'(5) Cannabis Retail. 4 Cannabis Retail establishment must meet all of the following

conditions:

(A) A Cannabis Retail establishment must apply for a permit from the Office of -

Cannabis pursuant to Article 16 of the Police Code priov to submitting an application to the Planning

Department.

(B) The parcel containing the Cannabis Retail Use shall not be located within

a 8004800600-foot radius of a parcel containing an existing School, public or private, unless a

State licensing authority specifies a different radius, in which case that different radius shall apply.

Mﬁ%mphﬁwég{%eﬂaéius—eﬁheﬁepesed—s#&the parcel containing the Cannabis Retalil
Use shall not be located within a 600-foot radius of a parcel for which a valid permit from the h
Cit;[s Office of Cannabis for a Cannabis Retailer or a Medicinal Cannabis Retailer has been
issued, except that a Cannabis Retail Use may be located in the same place of business as

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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one or more other establishments holding valid permits from the City’s Office of Cannabis fo
operate as Cannabis Retailers or Medicinal Cannabis Retailgrs; where the place of business
contaihs a minimum of 350 square feet per Cannabis Reta'il of Medical Cannabis

Dispensary Use, provided that such locations are permitted

state law. There shall be no

minimum radius from a Cannabis Retail Use to an existing day care center or youth center unless a

State licensing authority specifies a minimum radius, in which case that minimum radius shall apply.

(C) Cannabis may be consumed or smoked on site pursuant to
authorization by the Gity's-Office-of-GannabisDepartment of Public Heé!th' as applicable.

® .k k%

(c) Agriculture Use. The Agricultural Uses listed below shall be subject to the
corresponding Qonditiohs: ,
. (1) Agricultural Uses, General. .

A Any plot of land that exceeds 1,000 square feet and is newly established shall comply
with the applicable water use requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 63. Pursuantto
Section 63.6.2(b) of the Administrative Code, no permit for any site where the modified land
area exceeds 1,000 square feet shall be issued until the General Manager o.f‘the.Puinc

Utiliti‘éé Commission has approved the applicable landscape project documentation. . -

* % % %

(3) Industrial Agriculture,

Cannabis must only be grown within an enélosed structure.
(d) Industrial Uses. The Industrial and PDR uses listed below shall be subject ro
the corresponding conditions: ’ |
(1) Heavy Manufacturing 1, Metal Working, and AgriculiurélFeod,—Fibe:g
and Bevérage Processing 1 and 2. These uses are required to operate within a

cdmpletely enclosed building, with no opening, other than fixed windows or exits required by

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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law, within 50 feet Of any R Diétrict;' No noise, vibration, or unhealthful emissions shall
extend beyond the premises of the use.
(e) Institutional Uses. The Institu.tional Uses listed below shall be subject to the

corresponding conditions:

" (1) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Medical Cannabis Dispensaryies Uses
are required to meet all of the following conditions: ' ‘

(A) 4 Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall apply for a permit from

the BW%‘}&%{—Q#PH@E&H&&#]&OfﬁC@FOf Cannabis pursuant to Seetion-3364Article 16 of the San

. Eranecisco HealthPolice Code prior to submitting an application to the Planning Department.

(B) The parcel containing the Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall

not be located within a 60040080600-foot radius o ; a parcel containing

Following:an existing School, public or private,-er-aPublie-Facility-Conmunity-Facility-or-Private
Community-Faetlity; unless a State licensing authority specifies a different radius, in which case that

different radius shall apply. In addition.-the-parcel-containing-the-Medical-Cannabis

icenan a o h not-he-lo a¥a BYVYikdalla BTAMK YoV
» Sim® \y 160

the-propesed-site_the parcel containi'ng the Medical Cannabis Dispensary shall not be
located within a 600-foot radius of a parcel for which a valid permit from the City’s Office of

Cannabis for a Cannabis Retailer or a Medicinal Cannabis Retailer has been issued, except
that a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use may be located in the same place bf business as

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy ‘
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one or more other establishments holding valid permits from the City's Office of Cannabis to 4
operate as Cannabis Retailers or Medicinal Cannabis Retailers, where the place of business
contains a minimum of 350 square feet per Cannabis Retail or Medical Cannabis - 4

‘Dispensary Use, provided that such locations are permitied by state law. There shall be no

minimum radius from a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use to an existing day care center or youth

center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum radius, in which case that minimum

radius shall apply.

be consumed or smoked on site pursuant to authorization by the G&y&@#ﬁe&ef

CannabisDepartment of Public Health as applicable.

* * * %

(h) Cannabis-Related Uses. Except as otherwise specified in the Code, there &hall be no

minimum radius from a cannabis—related Use to an existing School, public or private; day care

-center; or youth center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum radius, in which case

that minimum radius shall apply. ‘

SEC. 204.3. ACCESSORY USES FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLINGS IN C,RC, M,
AND PDR DISTRICTS.- .

(a§ Commercial,##d Residential-Commercial, Districts-PDR, and M Districts. No-use
shall-be-permitted-as-adn adccessory #Use to a lawful pPrincipal or eConditional #Use in-amy

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy » . ' :
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Commereial-or-Residenticl-Commercial-District-which is subject to-invelves-orrequires-any-of the

following limitations:

(1) Floor Area Limitations. The-use-of more-An Accessory Use cannot occupy more. -

than one-third of the total floor area occupied by such use, any additional accessory uses, and

the pPrincipal or eConditionaI #Use to which it is accessory, except in the case of accessory

off-street parking or loading;. e

(2) Noise and Vibration Limitations. Any noise, vibration, or unhealthful
emissions may not extending beyond the premises of the use. .

'(3) Limitations on Cannabis Retail Accessory Uses. The sale of cannabis as an

accessory use is subject to any applicable limitations or regulations imposed by the Office of

Cannabis. Cannabis Retail is not permitted as an Accessory Use unless the Cannabis Retail

establishment holds a permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis specifically permitting Cannabis

Retail accessory to another activity on the same premises.

. (b) PDR and M Districts Specific Controls. Ns—use—s%z&ll—bejaef%&ﬁeeﬁaf—af%eﬁm«y—bﬁe

leadéeg.—MultipIe PDR uses within a éingle building or development may combine their
accessory retail allotment into one or more shared. retail spaces, provided that the total
allotment of accessory retailspacevper use does not exceed what otherwise would be
permitted by this Section 204.3. | |

(c) C, M, and PDR Districts Specific Controls. An antenna or a microwave or satellite

dish s_hall be permitted in, C, M, and PDR Districts, except PDR-1-B Districts, without regard

to the height of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish and without regard to the

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy '
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proximity of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish to any R District, if the following
requirements are met;

)] the antenna or dish will be used for the reception of indoor wireless,
microwave, radio, satellite, or television broadcasts for the exclusive benefit of the residents
or occupants in the building on which the facility is placed.;’and

(2) the antenna ordish is an accessory use to a IanuI principal or conditional

use:; and

~ (3) the antenna-or dish shall comply with any applicable design review criteria, -
including but not limited to any applicable design review criteria contained in the Wireless

- Telecommunications Services Facility Siting Guidelines.

* kR % *

SEC. 205.2. TEMPORARY USES: ONE- OR TWO-YEAR LIMIT.
~ A temporary use may be authorized for a period not to exceed two years for any of
the following uses:
* % 'k. *
(e) Temporary Cannabis Retail Use for a period of up to one vear, as provided by

Section 191'! to be authorized no earlier than January 1, 2018 and to expire on January 1,
2019, | -

)
]

i

)

o

)
]

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Agricultural Uses* §§ 102, 202.2(c) c | ¢ c cC | C
Agriculture, Industrial |§§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP . NP NP
Agriculture, ' ‘

o ' §§ 102, 202.2(c) P P P P P
INeighborhood - - ‘ ' ‘

%k % %

SEC. 209.1. RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS.

* % % %

Table 209.1
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS

Zoning Category - _§ References ~ RH-1(D) RH-1° RH-1(S) RH-2 - RH-3

SEC. 209.2. RM (RESIDENTIAL, MIXED} DISTRICTS.
* * *' * ' '
| Table 209.2
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RM DISTRICTS

Zoning Category § References  RM-1 RM-2 RM-3 RM-4

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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Agricultural Uses* -

|88 102, 2022(0)

VAgriculture, Industrial

188102, 202.2(c)

Agriculture,

§§ 102, 202.2(c)

Neighborhood

* % * %

SEC. 210.3. PDR DISTRICTS.

B

Table 210.3

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR PDR DISTRICTS

- Zoning

Category

§ References

PDR-1-B

PDR-1-D PDR-1-G

PDR-2

* k% %

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

* k 0k %

Agricultural Use Category

Agricultural

Uses*

§§ 102,
202.2(c)

Agriculture,

Industrial

§ 102

o

(@)
10

o

* % Kk %

Industrial Use Category

* 0k %k %k

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Agricultural
Food-Fiber
and
Beverage

Processing 1

18§-102,
202.2(d)

NP

© o ~N O O

Agricultural

Food Eiber
and

Beverage

Processing 2

§§-102,
+1202.2(d) -

NP

Institutional Use Category

* % k %

* % * %

EE

* % % %

* % % %

* % % %

Medical '

Cannabis

Dispensary -

§§ 102,
202.2(e)

NPP (1)

NPP (10)

NPP (9)

NPP (1)

* % & %

* % % %

k ® % %

* %k 0k %

* % Kk %

* Kk Kk %

‘Sales and Servi

ce Category

-Retail Sales
and Service

Uses*

§§ 102,
202.2(a)

PN

P (10)

P (9)

P (1)

* Kk kK

* % % %

¥ % % %

*® % % %

® % % %

* % % %

- P)21)

Cannabis Retail 102 P )2l P10)21) P )21
202.2(a)
Mayo; Lee; Supervisor Sheehyl ,
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(21) Cannabis Retail is only permitted where (a) the Cannabis Retail establishment holds a valid

Cannabis Microbusiness permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis, and (b) the Cannabis Retail Use

occupies no more' than 1/3 of the total floor area bccuvied by the PDR and Cannabis Retail Uses on

‘ the premises.
. SEC. 303. CONDITIONAL USES.

vk * % *

(&) Affofdéble Housihg Bonus Projects. The purpose of this Section is to ensure
that all .HO.ME-SF.Projects under Section 206.3 and all Analyzed ’Stat'e Density Bonus
Program Projects under Section 206.5.are reviewed in coordination with pribrity processing
available for certain projects with greater levels of affordable housing. While most projecfs in -
thie Program will likely be somewhat larger than their surroundings in order to faéilitate
hi'gh.er levels of affordable housing, the Planning Commission and Department shall ensure
that each project is consistent with the Affordable Housing Bonus Design Guidelines and
any other applicable design guidelines, as adopted and pe,riodi.ca‘lly amended by the
Planning Comrﬁission, so that projects respond to their surrbunding context, v'vh‘ile still
nieéting theCity’s affordable housing goals.

(2) Exceptions. This subsection (v#)(2) shall not apply to State Analyzed
projecfs. As a component of the review process under this Section 303(v#), the Planh'ing
Commiséion may. grant minor eXceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for
below, in addition to the development bonuses granted to the proj'éct in Section 206.3(d).
Such exceptions, however, should only be granted to allow building maés to appropriately

shift to respond to surrounding context, and only when the Planning Commission finds that

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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such modifications: (1) do not substantially reduce or increase the overall building envelope

permitted by the Program under Sections 206.3; and (2) are consistent with the ‘Affordable
Housing Bonus'Désign Guidelines. These exceptions may include:

’ (F) Where not specified elsewhere in this subsection‘ v8)(2),
modification of other Code requirements that could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit
Develdpment (as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the |
property is located. '

(3) Additional Criteria. In addition to the criteria set forth in subsection (c)(2),
the Planning Commission shall consider the extent to which the following criteria are met:
(F) whether any existing commercial or retail uses has been .
designated, or is eligible to be designated, as a Legacy Business under Administrative Code
Ssection 2A.242; or is a formula retail business.

* Kk % %

(w) Cannabis Retail.

With respect to any application for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in

addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the Commission shall consider the
geogréghic distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City, the concentration of
Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensary Uses within the general proximity of fhe
proposed Cannabis Retail Useiv the balanc:e of other goods and services available within tﬁe

peneral proximity of the proposed Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth access and exposure to

cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any proposed measures to

counterbalance any such increase.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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(x) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries.

With résgect to any application fog. the establishment of a new Medical Cannabis

~ Dispensary Use! in addition to the criteria set forth in subsections g’cz and (d) above, the

Commission shall consider the concentration of Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis
Dispensary Uses within the general proximity the proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary
Use., | .
SEC. 303.1." FORMULA RETAIL USES.
(c) "Retaii Sales or Service Activity or Retail Sales or Service Establishment."

For the purposes of ;chis Section 303.1, a retail sales or service actiVity or retail sales or
service establishment-shall include the following uses, whether functioning as a principal or
accessory use, as deﬁned in Articles 1, 2, 7, and 8 of this Code:

Tourist Oriented Gift Store §§ 102, 890.39;-and

Non-Auto Vehiple Sales or Rental §§ 102, 890.69:; and

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 890.125.

* % . %k %

SECTION 312. PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR ALL NC AND EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS AND FOR CANNABIS RETAIL AND
MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARY USES IN ALL NON-RESIDENTIAL ZONING

DISTRICTS. - :
(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to establish procedures for reviewing building’

permit applications for lots in.NC ‘and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts and for

',Q_L_o,poséd Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensary Uses in C, PDR, M, and Mixed

Use Districts, in order to determine compatibility of the proposal with the neighborhood and

for providing notice to property owners, occupants and residents on the site_ and neighboring

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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the site of the pfoposed project and to interested neighbbrhood organizations, so that
concerns about a project may be identified and resolved during the review of the permit.
(b) Applicability. Except as indicated herein, all building permit applications for
demblition, new construction, the removal of an authorized or unauthorized Dwelling Unit,
changes in use to a Formula Retail use as deﬁned in Section 303.1 of this Code,er

alterations whichthat expand the exterior dimensions of a building, and all building permit

_ applications for proposed 'Cannabis Retail or Medical Cannabis Disgensag Uses shall be

subject to the notification and review procedures requi'red by subsection 312(d). Subsection
312(f) regarding demolition perlhits and approval of replacement structures shall apply to all
NC and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. For the purposes of this Section,
addition to a building of the features listed in Section 136(c)(1) through 136(c)(24) and
136(c)(26) shaii not be subject to notification under this Section. | '

(c) Changes of Use. .
(1) NC Districts. In NC Districts, all building permit applications for a change of

use to, or the establishment of, the following uses shall be subject to the provisions of subsection

312(d) except as stated below:

ar-Adult Business;
Bar;
Cannabis Retail

Child Care Facility;

General Entertainment;
Group Housing;
Limited Restaurant;
Liquor Store;
Restaurart;

Massage Establishment;

Mayor Lée; Supervisor Sheehy ‘ : .
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary
Nighttime Entertainmen"t,—
. Outdoor Activity Area;

Posf—Secohdery Educational Institution;

Private Community Facility;

Public Community Facility;

~ Religious Inetitution,—

Residential Care Facmty,

Restaurant

S’chool,—

Tobacco Paraphernalie Establishment; s#

Trade Schoolshall-be-subjeet-fo-the-provisions-of Subseetion312(d); |
provided-hHowever, that-a change of use from a Restaurant teaLimited—Restaurant shall
net be subject to the provisions of subsection 312(d). In addition, any'accessory massage
use in. the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District shall be subject to the
prOVISlons of subsection 312(d).

(2) Eastern Neighborhoods Dzstrlcts In all REBﬂnaLEastern Neighborhoods

Mixed Use Districts all bu1ld|ng permit epphcatlons fora change of use from any one land

use category to another land use category, including but not limited to applications for a
change of use to or for the esz‘ablishment of a new Cannabis Retail or Medical Cannabi :

Dispensary Use shall be subject to the provisions of Ssubsectlon 312(d). For the purposes of

this subsection (c), "land use category shall mean those categories used.to orgamze the
individual land uses which appear in the use tables in Article 8, immediately preceding a

group of individual land uses, aﬁdﬁeehtde—t:kezncludzng but not. limited to the following:

Residential Use;; lnstltutlonal Use;; Retail Sales and Service Use,L adssembly, Recreatlon

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Arts and Entertainment Use;; Office Use;; Live/Work Units Use;; mMotor »Vehicle sServices

#Use;; Vehicle J?arkz'h,q Use}; Industrial_Use;; #Home and 4Business sService Use;; or eOther

uwUse.

'(3) C, PDR, M, and Mixed Use Districts, In C, PDR, M, and Mixed Use

Districts, all building permit applications for a change of use to or the establishment of a

Cannabis Retail or Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall be subject to the provisions of
subsection 312(d). -

(d) Building Permit Application Review for Compliance and Notification. Upon‘
acceptance of aﬁy application subject to this Section, the ‘Planning Department shall review
the proposed project for.compliance with the Planning Code and any applicable designA
guidelines approved by the Planning Commission. Applications determined not to be in
compliance with the standards.of Articles 1.2, 1.5, 2)and 2.5 of the Planning Code, including
design guidélines for specific areas adopted by the Planning Cdmmis‘sion, or with any
apbliéablé condiﬁons of previous approvals regarding the project, shall be held until either
the application is determined to be in compliance, is disapproved or a recommendétion for
cancellation is sent to the Department of Building Inspection.

(1) Neighborhood Commercial Design Guidelines. The construction of new

buildings and alteration of existing buildings in NC Districts shall be consistent wifh the .

.design policies and guidelines of the General Plan as adopted and periodically amended for

specific areas or conditions by the Planning Commission. The Director of Planning may
require modifications to the exterior of a proposed new building or proposed alteration of an
existing building in order to bring it into conformity with the General Plan. These |
modifications may include, but are not limited to, changes in siting, building envelope, scale

texture and detailing, openings, and 4IandAscaping. '

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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| (2) Notification. Upon determination that an application is in compliance with
the development standards of the Planning Code, the Planning Department shall cause a '
notice to be posted on the site pursuant to rules estabiished by the Zoning Administrator and

shall cause a written notice describing the proposed project to be sent inthe manner

" described below. This notice shall be in addition to any notices required by the Building

‘Code and shall have a format and content determined by the Zoning Administrator. It shall

include a description of thé proposal compared to any- existing improvements on the site

with dfménsions of the basic features, elevations and site plan of the proposed project

including the position of any adjacent buildings, exterior dimensions and finishes, a graphic

reference scale, existing and proposed uses and commercial or institutional business name,

if knowﬁ. rThe hotiqe shall describe the project review process and shall set forth the mailing

date of the notice 'an.d the expiration date of the notification period. |
Wiritten notice sﬁa" be mailed to the notification g'roup Which shall include the project

sponsor, tenants of the subject property, relevant neighborhood organizations as described -

- in Subparagraph 312(d)(2)(C) below, all individuals having made a written request for

notification for a specific parcél or parcels-pursuant-to-Planning-Code-Section-354 and all

~ owners and, to the extent practical, occtjpants, of properties in the notification area. For the

purposés of Section 312(h) below, written notice shall also be mailed to tehants of the
subject propé’rty in unauthorized residentiai units.

(A) The notification area shall be all properties within 150 feet of the
subject lot in the same Asseséor‘s Block and on the block face ‘across from the subject lot.
When the subject lot is a corner lot, the notification area shall further include all property on
both block fapes across from the subject lot, and the corner property diagonally aéross the

street.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . )
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(B) The létest City-wide Assessor's roll for names and addresses of
owners shall be, used for said notice. |

(C) The Planning Department shall maintéin a list, updated every six
months wrth current contact information, available for public review, and kept at the Planning
Department's Planning Informatlon Counter, and reception desk as well as the Department
of Building Inspectlon s Building Permit Counter, of nelghborhood organizations which have

indicated an interest in specific properties or areas. The organrzatlons having indicated an

‘ lnterest in the subject lot or its area shall be rncluded in the notification group for the

proposed project. Notice to these groups shall be verified by a declaration of mailing signed
under penaltyof perjury. In the event that such an organization is not included in the
hotification group for aproposed project as required under this subsection, the proposed
prOJect must be re-noticed. ‘ ‘

(3) Notification Period. All building permit apphcatrons shall be held for a
period of 30 calendar days from the date of the malled notice to allow review by residents,
occupants, owners of neighboring properties and by neighborhood groups. ' |

(4) Elimination of Duplicate Notice. The notice provisions of this Section

~ may be waived by the Zoning Administrator for building permit applications for‘projects that

have been, or before approval will be, the subject of a duly noticed public hearing before the
Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator, provided that the nature of work for which -
the building permit applioatio-n is required is both substantially included in the hearing notice
and is the subject of the hearmg | .

(e) Requests for Planning Commission Review. A request for the Plannrng |
Commi'ssion to exercise its discretionary review powers over a specific building permit

application shall be considered by the Planning Commission if received by the Planning

Mayor lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Department no Iatér than 5:00 p.m. of the last day of the notification period as descfibed
under Subsection (d)(3) above, subject to guidelines adopted by the Planning Commission.

The project sponsof of é building permit application may request discretionary review by
the Planning Commission to resoive conflicts between the Director of Planning and the
project sponsor concerning requested modifications to comply with relevant design |
gﬁidelines of the General Plan.

(1) Scheduling of Hearing. Th.e Zoning Administrator shall set a time for
hearing requests for discretionary review by the Planning Commissioh within a reasonable
period. . »

(2) Notiée. Mailed notice of the discretionary review hearing by the Planning

Commission shall be given not less than 10 days prior to the date of the hearing to the

 notification group as described in Paragraph 312(d)(2) above. Posted notice of the hearing

shall be méde as provided under Planning Code Section 306.8.

, (f) Demolition of Dwellings, Approval of Replacement Structure Required.
Unless the building is determined to pose a serious and imminent hazard as defined in the
Building Code an application authorizing demolition in any NC or Eastern Neighborhoods
Mixed Use District of én historic or architecturally important building or of a dwelling shall ﬁot
be approved and issued until the City has granted final approval of a building permit for

construction of the replacement building. A building permit is finally approved if the Board of

~ Appeals has taken final action for approval on an appeal of the issuance or denial of the

permit or if the p‘er'mitvhas been issued and 'the time for filing ah appeal with the Board haé
lapsed Wifh no appeal filed. |

———H-The demolition of any building whether or not historically and
architecturally important' may be approved admi.nistratively where the Director of the

Department of Building Inspection or the Chief of the Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy : ,
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Safety determines, after consuitation with the Z'oning Administrator, that an imminent safety
hazard exists, and the Director of the Department of Building Inspecﬁon determines that
deholition or exfensivé alteration of the structure is the only feasible means to secure the
public safety.

(g) Micro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facilities, Notification and
Review Required. Building bermit applications for new construction of a Micro Wireless
Telecommunica’tionsiSeryices Facility under Article 7 or 8 of the Planning dee in all NC or

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts shall be subject to the notification and review

- procedures required by this Section. Pursuant to Section 205.2, applications for building

permits in excess of 90 days for Temporary Wireless Telecommunications Facilities tb be
operated for commercial purposes in NC and Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts
shall also be subject to the notification andA review procedures required by this Seétion.

(h) Removal of Residential Units. When removal or elimination of a residential unit
is 'proposed, the Applicant shall comply with the folIdwing ‘notiﬁcation procedures.

h (1) The Applicant shall provide a list of all resid‘ential units in the subject
property to the Zoning Administrator, including those units that may be unauthorized
residential units.

(2) The Applicant shall post a notice of the appiication at least 30 inches by 30 .
inches in a conspicuous common area of the subject property, with the content as described
in SUbseétion (d)(2) above, ahd invcluding the ph.on‘e numbers of the agencies to contact
regarding building permit issuance and appeal. The sign shall also indicate the appropriate
City agency or resource to contact for assistance in securing tenant counseling or legal

services that can provide assistance to tenants with understanding and participating in the

' City's processes. The éign shall be posted no later than the mailing date of the notice

required under Subsection (d)(2) above and shall remain posted until the conclusion of any

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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hearings on the permit before the Planning Commissioh, the Zoning Administrator, the

Board of Supervisors or the Board of Appeals. Such notice shall also include contact

information for translation services into Spanish, Chinese, and R‘ussian.

(3) The Planning Department shall cause notice to be mailed to all residential
units in the building, including any unauthorized residential units.

(4) If an application proposes the klnd of work set forth in Secﬂon 312(b)
above the Applicant shall comply with the notlflcatlon requirements set forth in Section
312(d) above, in addltlon to the on-site notification requirements set forth in this Section
312(h), but this Section 312(h) shall not require compliance with such notification |
requirements if they are otherwise not fequired. "

SEC. 703. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS.

*® *k k%

(d) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in Sections 204.1

, (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in R and NC Districts), 204.4 (Dweliing Units Accessory

to Other Uses), and 204.5 (Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code,
Accessory Uses as defined in Section 102 shall be permitted when Iocafed on the éame lot.
Any use that does not qualify as an Acoessory Use shall be classified as a Principal or
Condltlonal aUse unless it qualifies as a temporary use under Sectlons 205 through 205.4 of
thls Code.

No Use will be considered accessory to a permitted Principal or Conditional Use that

involves or requires any of the following:

¥ * 0k %

(9) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in Section 204.3(a)(3). . .

* Kk k%

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 710. NC-1 - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT.

k k Kk *

~ Table 710. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT NC-1

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Controls

Controls by Story
ond

Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102, NP NP NP
Industrial 202.2(c)

Cannabis Retail

¢¢ 102, 202.2(a)

Mayer Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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1(54) C required for 7 or more persons.

(63) C if a Macro WTS Facility; P if a Micro WTS Facili'ty.'
(6) C in Supervisorial District 4. .
i

Il

Il

i

i

i

I

I

I

I

Il

Il

I
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SEC. 711. NC-2 — SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
* Table 711. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL. DISTRICT NC-2
- ZONING CCNTROL TABLE |

Zoning Category | § References ' Controls

- ‘Contrelsby Story

- 7 i 3rdy

Greenhoused griculture,
Industrial - §§.102, 202.2(c) | NP NP " INP

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR DR - |NP
202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Cannabis Retail §8 102, 202(a) C C ‘NP
* * * -k ) * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 712. NC-3 — MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 712. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-3
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category. § References - Controls

_Controls byggory B

Greenhousedgriculture, |
Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) |NP NP INP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) | DR : DR DRM

Dispensary

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy : :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 167 Page 34



-

a P w. N —_ o «w [0 0] ~ » w =N w N — Q © 0 ~ (#)] (@] E-N w N

* * * * * * * * * * ® * * * * * * * ) *
Cannabis Retail 86102.2022(a) | C C NP
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

*  x L

- SEC. 713. NC-S — NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT:

Table 713. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT NC-S

D * ok

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zdhing Ca{egory

§ References

Controls

—Controls by Story

2nd i

i 3rd+

Greenhousedgriculture,
Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP’ NP

Medical Cannabis

Dispensary |

§§ 102, 202.2(e)

' Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category : §References o Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDSAND USES

Greenhousedgriculture, 88§ 102, N
Industrial =~ '202.2(c) NP NP | NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR NPDR INP

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) | C e NP

* kK k% * Kk Kk % * k% % * %k %k %k * Kk ok %

SEC. 715.. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* ok K - %

Table 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
| ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category - § References " Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARbS AND USES

* % * % *k k kK * 0k % % * ok % * k 0k Kk K
Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial ' 202.2(c) NP NP - |NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 770 Page 37
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SEC. 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
| ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

§ References - Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USéS

Zoning Category

Greenhousedgricullure, §§102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP ‘NP NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§102, DR - |aBDR  |NP

SEC. 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
~ Table 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
‘ 4 ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

L ® k-

Zoning Cate'gory o § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy : : : :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 112 Page 39
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1 . GideeﬁkéuseAgzicult‘ure, 8§ 102;

2 Industrial -~ 202.2(c) NP NP NP

3 % Kk k% A '

4

6 Medical Cannabis §§102,  [DR | ¥EDR NP

7 Dispensary ’ | 202.2(e) |

8 s ow ox x % % % £ ok % % P * w k
9

10 * ok k& * % & % * ok % * * % k * & % %
1 Cannabis Retail §§102, 202.2(@) | C e - | NP

2 T % % % T, * ok w % % % %
13 P x ow o

14

SEC. 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
15 . * * * ‘ * 4 o 4 l

Table 718. UPPER FlLLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL -
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Méyor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 173 . Page 40
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Greernhousedgriculture, 8§ 102,
Industrial ' 202.2(c) NP - NP NP

§§ 102, |DR NPDR NP
202.2(e) |

SEC. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

% * %

Zoning Category S §Referencés ~ Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 774 Page 41
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13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

GreenhouseAgriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial | 2022(c)  |NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, -~ |{DR : MNEDR NP
202.2(e)

SEC. 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
DISTRICT.
Table 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* % % &

Zoning Category § References Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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Greenhousedgriculture, . §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR DR&HH DR
' 202.2(e) ’

Cannabis Retail 102, CH - NP
202.2(a)

Grocery, General § 102 PR1) P(21) P21)

Grocery, Specialty § 102 P21) P(21) P(21)

Liquor Store §102 | NP@1) NP@1) NP(21)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy o
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 776 Page 43



Services, Fringe Financial

| NP(32)

NP(32)

NP(32)

* Not listed below

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVlSORS
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cornbinationshall-be-permitted-at any-given-time-Note deleted.
(24—2@ OFF-SALE LIQUOR ESTABLISHMENTS .

Controls:

(8) New Liquor Store uses with Type 20 or Type 21 ABC licenses are not permitted
in the district; provided, however, that any use within the District with an ex1stlng Type 20 or
Type 21 ABC license may obtain-a new Ilcense, if required by the ABC, after it has been
closed temporarily for repair, renovation, remodeling, or reconstruction.

(b) Liquor Store uses may relocate within the district with Conditional Use
authorization. |

~ (c) General Grocery, Speéialty Groce‘ry, and Liquor Store uses with off-sale alcohol
licenses shall observe the following good neighbor policies:
| | (i) Liquor establishments shall provide outside lighting in a manner sufficient
to illuminate street and sidewalk areas and adjacent parking, as appropriate to maintain
security, without disturbing area residences; |
(i) Advertisements in windows and clear doors are not permitted, and no

more than 25% of the square footage of the windows and clear doors of liquor

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy ) 8
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10
11

13
14

15
16
17 -

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
5

establishments shall bear signage of any sort,‘and all signage shall be placed and

maintained in a mannerthat ensures that law enforcement personnel have a clear and
unobstruc{ed.view of the interior of the premises, including the area in which the cash
registers. are 'maihtained, from the exterior pﬁbl?c sidewalk or entrance to the premises.
(3232) FRINGE FINANCIAL SERVICE RESTRICTED USE DISTRICT (FFSRUD)
Boundaries: The FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer includes, but is not limited to, properties
within the Excelsior Quter‘Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District.

Controls: Within the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer, finge financial services are NP
pursuaht to Section 249.35. Outside the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer, fringe financial
seivices are P subject to the restrictions set forth in Section 249.35(c)(3)..

(4343) C if a Macro WTS Facility; P if a Micro WTS ‘Facility.

SEC. 721. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMNERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 721. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Controls

* * * * . : * * * * * * * * * * * % * * * *
Greenhousedgriculture, 1 §§ 102, |
Industrial 1202.2(c) NP NP NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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Medical Cannabis

§§ 102, NRDR ANPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)
;k * * * * * *® * * * * x * * * * * * * *

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Cannabis Retail 102 C C NP
202.2(a)

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * L3 * * * * *

SEC. 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

ok Kk *

Controls

Zoning Category

§ References

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR
| 202.2(e)
Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
Page 47
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Cannabis Retail §$§ 102, 202.2(a) | C | C NP

L N . . . . * % % % * k k% * k% % % ® Kk % %

 SEC. 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* %k L

Table 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
. ZONING CONTROL TABLE,

Zoning Category ' | § References 4 Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES—

GiﬁeenkeéseAgzicultufe, 8§ 102,
 Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 781 : Page 48



Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR NPDR NP

NSRRI
SR LA

* * * L3 * x * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Cannabis Retail 102 C C NP
202.2(a)

*® * * * * * * * * *® * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References ' Controls

Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

* % * *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, DR NEDR NP
| 202.2(e) -

* * ® * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * * * * * * * X ® * * * * *

- % k ®

SEC. 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

* * * % * % X % * % % % % k ok k%
GreenhonseAgriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Maybr Lee; Supervisor Shéehy
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Medical Cannabis | §§ 102, DR NPDR NP

Dispensary 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) | C | C NP

L A . . e * % * * L *  * * * L * *

SEC. 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE '

Zoning Category § References . Controls

NO‘N-RESIVDENTIA_L STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 784 ’ Page 51
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18
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20
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24

Greenhousedgriculture,

Industrial

§§ 102,
202.2(c)

* ok kK * 0k ok * K k% * kK K * 0k Kk %
Cannabis Retail 08102, 202.2(a) | C | C NP
" * * % ’ * ok ok * % Kk ok X ok ok % * Kk ok ®

* * k%

SEC. 728. 24TH STREET - NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 728. 24TH STREET — NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
_ DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhousedgriculture,

Industrial

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) | DR NPDR NP
| Dispensary

*f‘f‘.'** k k. ok %k * % * % * k 0k % * ok
Cannabis Retail $§8102,202.2(a) | C C 1 NP

* K * %

SEC. 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT..

L R 2 *

Table 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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GFGE—I‘I-]‘EG#SéAgZ: iculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis '§§ 102, cC - .. |NRC NP

.Di.spensary

-SEC. 730. INNER SUNSET 'NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

k kK %

Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

| Zoning Category | § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

* % % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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| Greenhousedgriculture. | §§ 102,
Industrial : 202.2(c) NP NP . NP

Medical Cannabis . §§ 102, DR NPDR NP
Dispensary : 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail - 88102, 202.2(a) | C c : NP

* 0k k% * % k %k * 0k Kk & *® . % % % N

SEC. 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category § References : Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . . )
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Gfdeeﬁhe%eAgrz;culture, : .
Industrial 158102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis

Dispensary.

* % * % L

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §§102,2022(a) | C C NP
* * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT."

* E I

Table 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category

Controls

- Mayor Lee;. Supervisor Sheehy

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Greenhousedgriculture, §§ 102,
Indusirial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis - 18§ 102, e NPC NP
Dispensary ' 202.2(e)

*) * *® 3 * * * * * * * * *) * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail $§ 102, 202.2(a) | C | C NP
* * * * R * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

L * *

Table 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Mayor Lee; Supervisdr Sheehy .
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Zoning Category § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Gﬁea?heu&eAgziculture,
Idustrial 186102, 2022(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) | C NEC ‘NP

Dis'pens»ary

* x * *® * * * * * * * ' * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §§102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * *® . . k“ k. % * * * * * * . * * * * ’ * E A 3 *

SEC. 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIALDISTRICT. |

* % % %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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Table 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

 NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

§ References

Controls

Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial ‘NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, C NEC NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

* * * * * * * * * x . * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §¢ 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
* * * *
Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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PO, §

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Maydr Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy ’ : .
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Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 750. NCT-1 ~ NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT.

* ok ok Kk

Table 750. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT NCT-1
| | ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category

' NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Controls

Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§102,

Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP
Méyor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 197 Page 64



Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DRNP NP NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) | NP NP NP
* * % * * * * * * *® * * * *® % * * * * *

SEC. 751. NCT-2 - SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

DISTRICT. | |

Table 751. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-
2 ZONING CONTROL TABLE '

Controls

§ References

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greernhouse-Agriculture, | §§ 102, |
Industrial 1202.2(c) NP NP NP

* 0k ok %

L3 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR MBDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP

* * % % * x * % * % % % * % 0k % * % * %

* 0k % % 7

SEC. 752. NCT-3 — MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT. ' |
Table 752. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHEORHOOD COMMERCIAL
TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-3 ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References ' Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial ~ 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis. §§102, DR MEDR NP
Dispensary ' 202.2(e)

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Cannabis Retail | §8102,202.2(a) | C C Y
*-‘ * * * : . - o® * * * * * *® * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

* % * %

Zoning Category § References | Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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GideenkeuféAgziculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§ 102, - |DR NEDR NP
202.2(e)

* 0k k * * ok kK * ok Kk * * % Kk % * Kk K. *
Cannabis Retail §8-102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
k ok ok % * Kk Kk Kk * Kk Kk % * ok k% Sk R * *

SEC. 754. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.

. Table 754. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Category § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

* * k%

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

‘Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR NEDR NP
Dispensary | 202.2(e)

$9102, 202.2(a) | C

* % ¥ % * * * %

SEC. 755. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.

* 0% * *

Table 755. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

* * * %k

DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Catégory

§ References

Controls

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Giéeeﬁléeﬁse-Ag:iculture, §§ 102,
Industril NP NP NP.

Medical Cannabis Dispensary | §§102, DR ANPDR NP
202.2(e)

* * * * * * * * * * * * * x %
Cannabis Retail §§102,202.2(a) | C C NP
*® * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

SE'C. 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.

P

Table 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

MéyorLee;SupenﬂsorSheehy

. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Zoning Category

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

§ References

Controls

Gideeﬁhéﬁz‘}:e—Ag riculture, ’
Indistrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) | DR NPDR NP
Disp'ensary

* * * * * * * * * * * * % * * *
Cannabis Retail §$102,2022@ |C o NP
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * *® *

1
1
1
/)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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SEC. 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.

* * 0k 0%

Table 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
| ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

Contfolé

Greenhouse-Agriculture,

Indusirial

§§ 102,

NP

NP

§§ 102, 202.2(a)

* k 2k %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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SEC. 758. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 758. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* L

'Zoning Category § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Greerhouse-Agriculture,

Industrial

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Medical Cannabis §§ 102, 202.2(e) DR DR NP
Dispensary |

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Cannabis Retail $8 102. 202.2(a) c C

NP
* * * *® * * * * * * % * * * * * . 0* * *
Mayor Lee; Superv‘isor Sheehy
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SEC. 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT. |
Table 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
| DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

ZoninCategory § References Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

GF&enheuse—Agz’ iculture, | §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis

§§ 102, DR NPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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} NON-RESIDENTIACSTANDARDS & USES

Cannabis Retail §§102 202.2(a) |C C NP

* * % % . B A * ok % % *® * % % * x % %

SEC. 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
' ' ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Zoning Category

Gideeﬁkeﬁse—ﬁgriculture, ‘§§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) ~ |NP NP INP

Medical Cannabis §§ 102, DR - | ARDR NP
Dispensary - 202.2(e)

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy : . .
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* * * * * * *® * * * * * * * ® * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §$ 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * ' . * - % ’* * * * * * . * * * *® * * * *

SEC. 761. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.
Table 761. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERGIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
| ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References ~ Controls

Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§102, ‘
Industrial 1 202.2(c) NP NP NP

Medical Cannabis 8§ A102, 202.2(e) DR. ANPDR . |NP -

Dispensary

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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Cannabis Retail §8§ 102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * . * * * * o * * * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. . ‘
Table 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD TRANSIT DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Zoning Catégory ' § References. - Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

Greenhouse-Agriculture,
Industrial - §§ 102, 202.2(c) | NP NP - |NP

Mayor Lee; Supérvisor Sheehy
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‘Medical Cannabié

§§ 102, 202.2(e) |DR ANPDR NP
Dispensary

* * * * * * * * * * * *® * * * * *
Cannabis Retail §§102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *®

L N

SEC. 763. 24TH STREET-MISS!ON‘ NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

DISTRICT.

® K k% %

Table 763. 24TH STREET -MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCiAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

| Zoning Category

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

§ References

"Controls

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Greenhouse-Agriculture, §§ 102,
Industrial 202.2(c) NP NP NP
Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Medical Canriabis §§ 102, DR NPDR NP
Dispensary 202.2(e)

* * *) * * * * . * * * * * * ® * *) * *
Cannabis Retail- - §§ 102, 202.2(@) | C c NP
* * * * * . ® * * * * * * * * * * * *

SEC. 764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT"

DISTRICT.

* % * %

Table 764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOCD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

§ References

Controlé

* * * * * * * * * * . * % * * * * * *
Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Industrial

Greenhouse-Agriculture, 8§ 102,

2022(c) ~ |NP

NP

NP

Medical Cannabis_

§§ 102, DR

Dispensary -

Cannabis Retail §§102, 202.2(a) | C C NP
SEC. 803.2. USES PERMITTED IN CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
TABLE 803.2 USE CATEGORIES PERMITTED IN THE
CHINATOWN. MIXED USE DISTRICTS
‘ _ Section Number
No. Zoning Control Categories for Uses of Use
' Definition
803.2.75 Cannabis Retail $890.125

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts are either permitted,.

conditional, accessory, temporary, or are not permitted.

" Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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" (1) Permitted Uses. All permitted uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts shall

" be conducted within an enclosed building, unless otherwise specifically allowed in this Code. -

Exceptions from this requirement are: accessory off-street parking and loading; uses which,
when located outside of a building, qualify as an outdoor activity area, as defined in Section

890.71 of,‘this Code; Neighborhood Agriculture, as defined in Section 102 of this Code;

‘ Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility, as defined in Section 102 of this Code; and . .

uses which by théir nature are to be conducted in an open lot or outside a building, as
described in Sections 890 through 890.140 of this Code. If there are two or more uses in a
structure and none is classified under Section 803..2(b)(1)(C) of this Code as accessory,

then each of these uses will be considered separately as an independent permitted,

" conditional, temporary, or not permitted use.

* % * %

(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below.and in

Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in R Districts) and 204.5 (Parking and

* Loading as Accessory Useé) of this Code, a related minor use which IS either necessary to -

the operation or enjoyment of a lawful pPrincipal #Use or eConditional #Use or is
ap’pr"opriate, incidental, and subordinate to any such use, shalil be permitted in Chinatown.
Mixed Use Districts as an adccessory #Use when located on the same lot. Any #Use not
qualffied as an a4ccessory #Use shall only be allowed as a pPrincipal or eConditional #Use,
unless it @aliﬁes as a temporary use under Sections 205 through 205.2 of this Code.

No use in a Chinatown Mixed Use District will be considered accessory to a
pPrincipal #Use which involves or requires any of the following:

* % * * . '

(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limz'tations set forth in

Section 204.3(a)(3).

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy _ : :
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* % % %

SEC. 803.3. USES PERMITTED IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE
DISTRICTS AND SOUTH OF MARKET MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

* * k. %

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts and South

of Market Mixed Use Distriéts are either Principally Ppermitted, Conditional, Accessory,

temporary, or are notpermitted.

(1) Permitted Uses. If there are two or more uses in a structure, any use not
classified below under Section 803.3(b)(1)(C) of this Code as adccessory will be considered |
sepérately as an indepéndent permitted, eConditional, temporary or not permitted use.

(C) 'Acéessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in
Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelﬁng Units in R and NC Districts), 204.2 (A.ccéssory‘
Uses for Uses Other Than Dwellings in R Districts);, 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory o
Other Uses), ahd,204.5 (Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, an
accessory use-is a related minor use which ié either nécessary to the operation or
enjoyrﬁént of a lawful pf_rincipal #Use or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidental, and
subordinate to any such use, and shall be permitted as an adccessory #Use in ah Eas'tern»
Neighborhoods Mixed Use.District and South of Market Mixed Use District. In order to

accommodate a pPrincipal #Use which is carried out by one business in multiple locations

. within the same genera‘l area, such a4ccessory #Use need not be located in the same

structure or lot a.s its pPrincipal #Use provided that (1) the adccessory #Use is located within

1,000 feet of the pPrincipal #Use; and (2) the multiple locations existed on April 6, 1990-tke
effective-date-of this-emendment). adccessory #Uses to non-office uses (as defined m Section

890.70) may occupy space which is non-contiguous or on a different Story as the pPrincipal

Mayor Lee; Supefvisor Shéehy :
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#Use so long as the adccessory #Use is located in the same building as the pPrincipal ugsé

- and complies with all other restrictions applicable to such adccessory #Uses. Any use which

does not'qualify as an adccessory #Use shall be classified as a pﬁrincipai wlse.
No use will be considered accessory to a p]_’rindipal #Use which involves or requires
any of the following:

*® ok * *

(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in

Section 204.3(a)(3). -

* % * *

- SEC. 810. CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT.

* % * *

Table 810
CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE
Zoning _ | Chinatown Cbmmunity Business
No. - § References ‘
Category ' Controls by Story
1st 2nd 3rd+

Retail Sales and Services

e * * * X * ok & * * * * L3 * * *, % * * *
75 Cannabis Retdil | §§ 202.2(a), 890.125 C C
£ * * * % * * . * v % * * * [ * * * % * * *

* ok * %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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SEC. 811. CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT.
Table 811
CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* % % *

Zoning , ’ .
No. ' § References Chinatown Visitor Retail Controls by Story
Category _ | .
1st - 2nd 3rd+
Retail Sales and Services
* * * & % * * * . o * * * ' % * * * % * * *
x * . .
. o] $8202.2(a), e
.75 | Cannabis Rgtazl $00.125 C C
L * * 3 * *‘ * L *. * * % * * * o3 * * *

* % K %

SEC. 812, CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 812
CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE |

* k 0k *

Zoning : Chinatown Residential Neighborhood
§ References

No.| -
Category . Commercial Controls by Story

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy :
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1st

2nd

3rd+

Retail Sales and Services -

* *

* % x * % %

EZ S *

N A

% L *

75 | Cannabis Retail

202.2(a

890.125

10

* K

*® % * ¥ % %

E S *

x * k *®

* % * *

* * * *

SEC. 813. RED — RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT.

* * * %

Table 813

'RED — RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Categoiy

) References

Residential

Enclave Controls

* % * %

ther Uses

x % Kk %

* % k%

% * % *

N I *

813.71

GF&ﬁiheﬁfe—éiLP-laﬁf—Nbﬂﬁi‘e-Fy

[ndustrial Agriculture

§ 227102

NP

kK ok ok

L

ik k% *

* k * %

813.74A

Neighborhood Agriculture

§ 102:35(a

813.74B

Large-Scale Urban Agriculture

§ 102:35¢(8)

NP

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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13

14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23

24

L B

L S

* * K ok

x k k%

* % * Ok

SEC. 814. SPD — SOUTH PARK DISTRICT.

% %k L

* SPD — SOUTH PARK DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Table 814

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

South Park District Controls

© o ~l (o)) &) oW N

ke ok k ok

* Kk * %

* % % %

x k 0k %

Retail Sales and Services

814.31

All Retail Sales and
Services, Except for
Bars,and Liquor

Stores and Cannabis

Retail .

§§ 102, 890.104,
890.116

P up to 5,000 sf per lot

EE I O

*k % % %

* % * %

Cannabis Retail

C up.to 5,000 sfper lot

$§ 202.2(a), 890.125

* k% %

k % Kk %

kK k%

xk * % %

Other Uses

ok k%

* % * 0k

* % % %

k Kk Kk %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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814.74A

Greenhouse-or-Plant

Narsery-Industrial
Aoriculture

§ 227e)102

NP

814.74B

Neighborhood

Agriculture

§ 102-35¢)

814.74C

Large—Scale Urban

Agriculture

§ 102.35)

* * % *

EE S

LI S

* *  * *

L&k % ok

* * * %

: SEC 815. RSD — RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT.

Table 815
RSD — RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT Z()NING CONTROL TABLE

No. Zonmg Category

§ References

Residential/Service
Mixed Use District Controls |

* * * *

Retail Sales and Services

815.31

All Retail Sales and Services which are not Office

Uses or prohibited by § 803.4, including Bars,

Limited-Restaurants, Restaurants, Cannabis Retqil

and Personal Services

§9 102,
890.104

P, pursuant to

§ 803.8(c)

* * % %

x % * 0k

x* x ¥ %

Other Uses

o x % *

LA .

*x % % *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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13
14
15

16

17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24

815.74A Gideeﬁkeuse—er—P%&%A%ésayIndustridl Agriculture  |§ 227¢e)102 NP

815.74B |Neighborhood Agriculture § 102:35@ P
815.74C |Large-Scale Urban Agriculture o § 10235 |C

* * k%

SEC. 816. SLR — SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT.

* 0k 0k %

T Table 816 -
SLR — SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USED DISTRICT
' - ZONING CONTROL TABLE

ServicelLight
' Industrial/
. No. |- Zoning Category | . § References Residential Mixed
. ‘ Use

District Controls |

* E I S

Retail Sales and Services

All Retail Sales and Services which are
not Office Uses or prohibited by

816.31 |§ 803.4, includihg Bars, Limited- §$ 102, 890.104 - P
Restaurants, ~Re§taurants, 'Cannabis |

iRetail, and Personal Services

% * % * ’ ) ‘ 73 * * * V i3 * * X
Other Uses
* * * * 3 * * * L3 * * *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy )
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12

13,

14
15
16
17
18
19
A20
21
22
23
24
25

Greenhouse-or-Plant-Nursery-Industrial '
816:74A | 1§ 2272)102 NP

Agriculture ' A
816.74B|Neighborhood Agriculture § 102356 P
816.74C{LLarge-Scale Urban Agriculture § 102:35¢) C

* 0k % %

* * * *

.SEC. 817. SLI - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT.

Table 8

17

No. Zoning Category | § References

SLI - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Service/Light Industrial

District Controls

I * * fk % * % B * % *

L

Retail Sales and Services

All Retall Sales and

: Services which are not
Office Uses or
prohibited by § 803.4,
817.31 including Bars, §§_L0; 890.104;
Limited-Restaurants,
Restaurants, Cannabis
M énd Personal |

Services

P

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy .
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10
11

13 -

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22

23
24

wl

SE % % %

x k% *

o3 * * K

* % % %

Other Uses

k  * % %

* k k%

* *  k k

* % Kk %

817.74A

(Greenhouse-or-Plant

Nowrsery-Industrial

Agriculture

§2270)102 P

817.74B

Neighborhood

Agriculture

§ 102356 P

1817.74C

Large-Scale Urban

Agriculture

§ 102:35¢) [C

x k% k]

* % % %

x x k%

* % x k

*

* 0k %

SEC. 818. SSO — SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DiSTRICT.

D

* * *

Table 818

S$SO — SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

' Zoning Category

§ References

Service/Secondary Office

District Controls

LI A

x K Kk %

k kK %

* Kk * %

Retail Sales and Services

818.31

- |All Retail Sales and

Services which are not

§¢ 102, 890.104

P

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Office Uses or
prohibited by § 803.4,
including Bars, Limited-
Reétaurants, ‘
Restaurants, Ca‘n'nabis

Retail, and Personal

IServices

* k k%

L * %

* % K *

x k* % %

Other Uses

X * * *®

53 * * *

EE . *

* * % %

818.74A

Greenhonse-or-Plant
Newesery-Industrial
Agriculture

§2%1@@

1818.74B

Neighborhodd

Agriculture

I8 .102.—35@

818.74C

Large-Scale Urban

Agriculture

§ 102:35(5)

x & % k

k 2k % %

* 0k Kk %

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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SEC. 840. MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

* % % %

Table 840

MUG — MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Mixed Use-General District Controls

k% % %

Institutions

% * % *

k * R %

BT )

L

O O oo N O o b~ wWwN

840.36

Medical Cannabis

Dis‘pen»sary

§ 890.133

* * L

k 0k k%

L L

Retail Sal

es and Services

*x % * *®

* % % %

%k Kk ok

* * % *

840.52

Cannabis Retail

¢§ 202.2(a),

1890.125

C. Subject to size controls in Section 840.435.

x * * X

* * x %

L2 . S

kK k%

Industrial, Home, and Business. Service

LI * *

L .

* % % *

Eox ox %

Non-Retail-Greenhouse

840.87 [|or-LlantMNursery § 227a)102 P
ndustrial Agriculture

Other Uses .

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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% - % Kk x Kx x * % * % % %

® % % %

- [Neighborhood
840.97B § 102350 - PP
Agriculture
Large-Scale Urban ‘
840.97C ' § 10235 C
Agriculture

* % % K|k x * % e x * %

k k k%

© oo =~ (0] ot AW N

* 0k %k *

SEC. 841. MUR — MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.

* * * %

Table 841 |
. MUR — MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.  7oning Category

§ -

References

Mixed Use-~
Residential

District Controls

x % k%

[nstitutions-

LI * * * % %

L A 3 *

% * % %

841.36 Medical Cannabis Dispensary

§ 890.133

* *  * * 3 * k%

L *

x * % %

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

* * % * N A

% ® % *

L A

841.87

[ndustrial Agriculture

Nowu-Retail Greenhouse-or-Plant-Nursery

§ 2279102

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Other Uses

841.97B  [Neighborhood Agriculture § 10235 |P
841.97C |Large-Scale Urban'AgricuIture 1§ 102356 IC

* % % %

SEC. 842. MUO — MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

% % %

Q © oo N o o b~ W N

Table 842
MUO — MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

‘No. {7oning Category

§

References

Mixed Use-Office

District Controls

o * * *

Institutions

E L L A

. ¥ % %

k% k%

§ 890.133

AP

842.36  [Medical Cannabis Dispensary

L * % * 2k Xk %

* * % %

* k k%

Industrial, Home, and Business Service -

k% L A

L

* * % %

842.87 ' § 227102 P
Industrial Agriculture S
Other Uses

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy ‘
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* * % %

x * % %

% * % %

bk Kk L

842.97B

Neighborhood Agriculture

§ 102:35¢)

P

842.97C

Large-Scale Urban Agriculture

§ 102:35¢)

C

ko k%

Lo R .

* * % %

L A

* * % 0k

SEC. 843. UMU — URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT.

* * L

Table 843

No.  7oning Category

§ References

UMU — URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Urban Mixed Use District Controls

K * ok

Institutions

% % 0k x

k Kk % *

%  x k%

*  ® * %

843.36

Medical Cannabis

Di'spensary

§ 890.133

% *k % *

E *

* * * *

*  x % %

* Kk *x %

xk *k Kk %

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

o * % *

E * 0k

Nomn-Retail-Greenhouse-or

843.87 Plant-Nursery Industrial |§ 227102 |P
Agriculture

Other Uses

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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14
15
16

17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24

* % * %

x * x %

x % % %

* % -k %

Agriculture

- INeighborhood
843.97B B § 10235@ P
‘ V\griculture ’
: | arge-Scale Urban-
843.97C : § 102:35¢%) |C

* Kk % %

x k 0k %

* * k %

* % * %

© o ~N O o A W N

* * * *

SEC. 844. WMUG — WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

* * % %k

Table 844

WMUG — WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category.

§ References

WSolMa Mixed Use-Residential
District Controls

* * % %

Institutions

k k k%

x * k%

* % % %

* % * %

' |844.36

‘[Medical Cannabis

Dispensary

§ 890.133

NP

* X % %

* kK% %

k * ® %

BRI * ok

Indusftrial, Home, and Business Service

L S S

% % L

x % k%

* k% *

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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NonRetail Greenhouse-or
844.87 Plant-Nursery-Industrial 1§ 227102 P
' Agriculture

Other Uses

B L 2

k% Kk %

i L .

* * * %

844.97b

Neighborhood Agriculture

§ 10235

844.97¢

Agriculture

Large-Scale Urban

§ 102:-354)

NP

*x  x x %

% * % *

* * k%

L * *

o -
x® w

* *

SEC. 845. WMUO — WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

* * Kk *

Table 845

WMUO — WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DlSTRI‘CT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.  176ning Category

§ Referenices

WSOMAWSoMa Mixed Use-Office
District Controls

T % % x

Institutions

o * * *

k  * 0k %

* * % %

L R R

845.36

Dispensary .

Medical Cannabis

§ 890.133

* * % %

% * 0k k

kK K %

x * * %

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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Neighborhood ~
845.97b § 102356 P

Agriculture ' 4

large-Scale Urban ‘
845.97¢c - § 102:35¢h) "INP

Agriculture
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SEC. 846. SALI-SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT.

o Table 846
'SALI — SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

- |No.

Zoning Category

§ References

SALI District Controls

e o % %

Industrial, Home, and Business Service

C I * *

k * * %

% kK 0k %

x* kK %

846.87

Non-Retail
Greenhouse-or
BPlant

§ 22723102
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SEC. 890.52. LABORATORY.

Laboraiory shall mean space within any structure intended or primarily suitable for scientific
researi:h. The space requiren"ients of uses within this category include specialized facilities
and/or built accommodations that distinguish the space from office uses‘ (as defined in
Section 890.70); light manufacturing (as defined in Section 890.54(a)), oi heavy

manufacturing (including uses listed in Sections 226(g) through 226(w)). Examples of

laboratories include the following:

* ok ok %k

(h) Core laboratory:; and

(i) Cannabis testing (License Type 8—Testing laboratory, as defined in California Business
and Professions Code, Division 10),

SEC. 890.54. LIGHT MANUFACTURING, WHOLESALE SALES, STORAGE.

A commercial use, including light manufacturing, wholesale sales, and storage, as défined 'in
Subsedtions (a), (b), (c), and (d) below, |

(@) | Light Manufacturing. A nonretail use whiehthat provides for the fabrication or
production of goods, by hand or machinery, for distribution to retailers or wholesalers for
reséle off the premises, primarily involving the assembly, packaging, repairing, or
procéssing of previously prepared materials, when conducted in an enclosed building having
no openings b’iher than fiXed windows or exits required by law located within 50 feet of any

R District. Light manufacturing uses include production and custom activities usually

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy . .
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involving individual or special design, or handiwork, such as the following fabrication or
production activities as may be defined by the Standard Industrial Classification Code Manual
as light manufacturing uses:

(8) Measuring, analyzing, and controlling instruments; photographic, medical
and optical goods; wafches and clocks:;. and

(9) Manufacture of cannabis products or cannabis extracts that are derived without

the use of volatile organic compounds (License Type 6—Manufacturer 1, as defined in California

Busineiss and Professions Code, Division 10).
* * % *
(b) Wholesale Saies. A nonretail use whichthat exclusively provides goods or

commodities for resale or business use, including accessory storage. This use includes

cannabis distribution (License Tvpe 11-—Distributor, as defined in California Business and

Professions Code, Division 10). It shall not.include a nonaccessory storage warehouse.

SEC. 890.111. SERVICE, BUSINESS.

A use whichthat provides the following kinds of se'rvices to businesses and/or to the
general public and does not fall under the déﬁnition of "dﬁice" pursuant to Section 890.70:
radio and television stations; hewspaper bufeaus; magazine and trade publication
publishing; microfilm recording; slide duplicatihg; bulk mail services; parcel shipping

services; parcel labeling and packaging services; messenger delivery/courier services; sign

painting and lettering services; building maintenance services; and cannabis delivery services.

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy '
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Depaﬁmen%ef—PHinG—Hea#h,—as—appﬁeablerCannabis Retail establishments may only be

SEC. 890.125. CANNABIS RETAIL.

A Retail Sales and Service Use that sells or otherwise provides cannabis and cannabis-related

products for adulf use, and that may also include the sale of cannabis for medicinal use. Gannabis

...... s a¥ a¥a NnNn-B a¥a () W atalalala
o—ad - et Y - ; 7 - -l i

operated b)} the holder of (o) a valid license from the State of California (License Type 10—Retailer,

E as defined in California Business and Professions Code, Division 10) and (b) a valid permit from the

City’s Office of Cannabis. This use is subject to operating and location restrictions set forth in

Section 202.2(a).

Section 3. Repeal of Ordinance No. 186-17. The City enacted-Ordinance No. 186-
17 on September 15, 2017. That ordinance, a copy of which is in Board of Supervisoré File

No. 170516, is.'hereby repealed in its entirety.

Section 4. Alphabetization. In Article 7 Zoning Control Tables, the publisherof the
San Francisco Municipal Code, at the direction of the City Attorney, shall place uses in

alphabetical order within their respective use categories.

Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the

Board of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

Section 6. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articlés,

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy
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numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the
Municipal Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board
amendment additions, and Board amendment deletionsA in accordance with the “Note” that

appears under the official fitle of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

VICTORIAWONG~ \

. Deputy City Aﬁog;y
n:\legana\a52017\1700478\01236@
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FILE NO. 171041

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(11/28/2017, Amended in Board)

[Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to regulate cannabis land uses, including,
among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries,
delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and
cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts;
3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating
conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the
number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete
superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to

" Planning Code, Section 302.

Existing Law

On October 9, 2015, Governor Brown signed into law the Medical Marijuana Regulation and
Safety Act ("MMRSA"), effective January 1, 2016, which established a comprehensive state
licensing and regulatory framework for the cultivation, manufacturing, testing, distribution,
transportation, dispensing, and delivery of medicinal cannabis, and which recognized the
authority of local jurisdictions to prohibit or impose additional restrictions on commercial

_ activities relating to medicinal cannabis. MMRSA was later renamed the Medical

Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (“MCRSA")

On November 8, 2016, the voters of California approved Proposition 64, the Control,
Regulate, and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), which decriminalized the :
nonmedicinal use of cannabis by adults 21 years of age and older, created a state regulatory,
licensing, and taxation system for non-medicinal cannabis businesses, and reduced penalties
for marijuana-related crimes.

On June 27, 2017, Governor Brown signed into law the Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis
Regulations and Safety Act (MAUCRSA), which reconciled MCRSA and Proposition 64, and
established a unified state regulatory scheme for commercial activities relating to both
medicinal and adult use cannabis. Under MAUCRSA, businesses that engage in commercial
cannabis activities will be required to obtain a state cannabis license and comply with strict
operating conditions. MAUCRSA requires that state agencies begin issuing state cannabls
business licenses by January 1, 2018.
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FILE NO. 171041

Under MAUCRSA, local jurisdictions may adopt and enforce ordinances to further regulate
cannabis businesses, including but not limited to zoning and permitting requirements. -

Article 33 of the San Francisco Health Code, adopted in 2005, regulates medical cannabis,
and authorizes the San Francisco Department of Public Health to oversee the permitting of
medical cannabis dispensaries (MCDs).

Planning Code Section 202.2(e) sets forth location and operating restrictions for MCDs. -
MCDs are currently prohibited in PDR zoning districts and certain other districts, including
some Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCDs). (See generally Planning Code, Art. 7.)
MCDs are also prohibited in Mixed-Use zoning districts: (See generally Planning Code, Art.
8.) ‘In most Neighborhood Commercial Transit Districts (NCTs) and NCDs, MCDs are allowed
on the first floor, subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission.
(See generally Planning Code, Art. 7.) MCDs are required to obtain Conditional Use .
Authorization in certain NCDs and NCTs, including the West Portal Avenue NCT, Noriega
Street NCT, lrving Street NCT, Taraval Street NCT and Judah Street NCT.

Ordinance No. 186-17, enacted on Septeniber 15, 2A017, creates a limit of three MCDs in
Supervisorial District 11. ‘

Currently, there is no City law that authorizes and regulates commercial activities relating to
non-medical cannabis. There is also no City law that authorizes and regulates the
commercial manufacture, testing, or distribution of cannabis.

Article XXV! of the Administrative Code establishes an Office of Cannabis under the direction
of the City Administrator, and authorizes the Director of the Office of Cannabis to issue
permits to cannabis-related businesses, and to collect permit application and annual license
fees following the enactment of a subsequént ordinance establishing the amounts of those
fees. . ' o )

Amendments to Current Law

This ordinance would change the zoning controls for MCDs. Pursuant to this ordinance,
proposed MCDs in C, PDR, M and Mixed Use Districts would be required to provide
neighborhood notice pursuant to Planning Code Section 312. Among other things, the
ordinance would permit MCDs in some NCDs in which they are currently prohibited, such as -
the Japantown NCD. In most NCDs, MCDs would continue to be subject to Mandatory
Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission; in.others, Conditional Use Authorization
would continue to be required. The ordinance would also permit MCDs on the second floor of
most NCDs and NCTs, subject to the same controls that apply to first floor MCDs. In addition,
this ordinance would make MCDs in PDR Zoning Districts and most Mixed Use Districts a
principally permitted use. This ordinance would also prohibit MCDs in the NCT-1 Zoning
District.
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This ordinance would also regulate Cannabis Retail as a distinct land use. Pursuant to this
ordinance, proposed Cannabis Retail Uses in all NC, Eastern Neighborhoods, C, PDR, M and
Mixed Use Districts weuld be required to provide neighborhood notice pursuant to Planning
Code Section 312. The ordinance would generally permit Cannabis Retail where other retail
is permitted. In NCDs, Cannabis Retail uses would be subject to a Conditional Use _
Authorization. Cannabis Retail as an accessory use would be permitted only where the Office
of Cannabis has issued a permit to the Cannabis Retail establishment to operate accessory to
another activity on the same premises. ~

The ordinance would establish a land use process for the conversion of existing MCDs to-
Cannabis Retail establishments, allowing existing MCDs and those that applied for '
Department of Public Health permits by July 20, 2017 and that obtained such permits
(“Grandfathered MCDs") to convert to Cannabis Retail Uses by applying for a change of use
permit, which is subject to heighborhood notification pursuant to Planning Code Section 312.
The ordinance would also provide land use authorization allowing Grandfathered MCDs to
become - Temporary Cannabis Sales Uses as of January 1, 2018. This authorization would
expire on January 1, 2019. '

In addition, this ordinance would establish location and operating provisions for MCDs,
Cannabis Retail establishments, and other cannabis businesses. Among other things, it
would prohibit a Cannabis Retail use or MCD from locating within 600 feet of a school, public
_or private. It would not require a minimum distance between a Cannabis Retail use or MCD
and a day care or youth center. The ordinance would require a conditional use authorization
for a proposed MCD or Cannabis Retail Use if it would be within a 600-foot radius of another
MCD or Cannabis Retail Use, except that multiple MCDs and Cannabis Retail Uses may
operate in the same place of business, provided that there is a minimum of 350 square feet
per use, and provided that state law allows those establishments to be located together. It
would delete land use controls for cannabis smoking and allow smoking and consumption
pursuant to authorization by the Department of Public Health.

In addition, this ordinance would create land use regulations for the cultivation, delivery and
testing of cannabis and the manufacture of cannabis products. Among other things, it would
-require that Industrial Agriculture Uses, including commercial cannabis cultivation, obtain a
Conditional Use Authorization in PDR Zoning Districts.

This ordinance would also repeal Ofdinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of MCDs in
Supervisorial District 11 to three. ‘

: Background Informatioh

In 2015, the City enacted Ordinance No. 115-15, creating the San Francisco Cannabis State .
Legalization Task Force (‘the Task Force”) to advise the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor,
and other City departments on matters relating to the potential legalization of non-medical
cannabis. In December 2016, the Task Force submitted its Year | Report, and made
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recéofnmendations related to Publfc Safety and Social Environment, Land Use and Social
Justice, and Regulation and City Agency Framework for the City’s policymakers to consider.

n:\legana\as2017\1700478\01236929.docx
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health safety, don m_lc mo’ol ity and commumty enwronment c:m:umstances We must rememberthe :
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data: prowded by -San Franmsco Poﬁce {(SFPD):and- Sheriff's Department {SFS0), anid fedtiites: comparable
‘statewide statistics, publtshed by the Gafiforiia Criminal fustice Statistics Center. and. posted Gn the
Attorney Genéral's Open Justice site (DOJ 2017Y,. -

' 2016 Tne cannabrs arrests captured n the data setl include.
and infractions, ™ Misdemeanors primatily involve' low~quant|ty possession, 'though possessmn ef Iess.
{han an ounce was downgraded to-an Infractioh in:2011.

-s“FP'D é'nd SFSO ‘aata ;
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;ZGfLEl}Jn 008, -4 huimber equalto8:7% of Sar Franeised’s African Aierican. population was
afrested for drig fefonies. 1w 2015, Jche number had:drapped to-0:7%:
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.alsewhe i€ i Cah*omfna (79% -for Afnc,an Amer{cans, 68% ‘r’or othe.r ra ces)

Efgm‘e g, San Franmsco felony drugarrests by face, pef ! 100 000" populafion,. annual AIETAgES *(1977-
2016) .
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Figure #..Juyeriile: fe]ony drug arrests per-100, 000. populatlon age AB1%, San Erancisco vs;~rest clf
Cahforma, 2009 vs. 2016

- MALE : FEATE

. . . Aldican, o c | Aficen

‘Felony Drug Arest fafe J\mfﬁtanl . \White: Hlsmmu: hsian

*$an Franciste; RTINS 77 9; 7isid. 2.7 2

: : : . g0 . Adom ) . 48k 6L 25 194 |
e St .

White' Hispanié: Agizd
69.3 : 208 384

-count1es f n 2014—2016 onfy ﬁne Afrlcan Amencan female youth Was: arrested in.San Frantisco:
“foir a- drug felony ;

® 1n.2007,175 oftbe ews 265 youth drug feionv arresteeswere Latinos; 142 were Afrigan.
. ;- Ofe Was. AfricdrAmerican, Tiwo
._gﬂ se, Of thie 816 people

3 yea, 111-2015 period, 55%:
st Latitios; and 8% were Asians.

Were 1ioh- Latmo Whltes, ZA Wwefe Afncan Amencans 31
in cnntrast A3% of the city’s 6,587 drug feloryarrests dunng

£cmnabjs Arfests, 19902016
Patterns simila to ﬂ]ose fau id 'm Cler's: anafyms are apparent when spec:ﬁcal yexammmg cannabw»

Arrests: Ilkely lnvolve Afncan Amencans
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*

£ igure 5. San Francisco 5Canriabis*¥\rres’ésﬁfor Black Individualsvs. Aﬁ :Other Races.(1990:2016)-

2500

i

Numberofhrbsts

don

Souirce; SFSO arrest:dafai(1990:2016) ' : .

- 8862
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The jump in fotal arrests in 2000 Was ac'c’csmpahfe-d"by 3 iump i the d'fsp‘raporfio‘nalfty ‘of Black drrests;
Afre'sts lncreased b\; 160 6 between 1999 and 2000 from: 1164 to 3042 The percentof arrests: featunng
’ >, Despife the high percéntage-of
IS . %of San‘ “fancisco’s. popu;atmn in 2000 Evety
»a:S- ‘1h_g‘ ,umb‘,e_ﬁr'?_ i tal arrests drastxcal[y falls ound 2011 after the downgradmg of misdemeanor
cannalis possesslon t6-an infraction; Black canniabis srrests: asa percentage ¢ of total atfestshioyers arounél
50%..Ks: Fxgure 6'shows, Black people-oiily’ tepreserited 6% ofSan Frahdista’s popuiatmn in2010.

Figtre 6. Percéntof Black Caririabis Atrests Compared o Black Popu,a ,,|o,n"'m San Frapcistd (1990 2015)

L . N
L e e e e R .
SHE . e el L e
SER
3
He
R Ee
g

‘SOURCE. SFSOArrests Data (1990-2016) L
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itlentifying Disadvantaged Commurities;

As ; ndrcated by the ractal dlsparlt,es if Sar ?rancrsco arrest and booking rates fHa WaY oh Drugs has: '

JLISUCE system, mdudmg V. arrests bookmgs énd..lncarceratnon atia fate ‘far‘ hrgher than then’ White,

countemar:ts:

Figure 7. Cannalifs Use by Hace (2001-2010)

73h’ctps //obamawmfehouse archives.gov/s|tes/defau[’c]f‘ 1es/page/ﬂ|es/20160423 e Incarceration crifninal I jiist

Jce,pdf
7 ExeeutiVe Sumiiaty; oag

record and these dlépanfles wéré l'z'zrger fér B]é‘ck_apphcéﬁ"c's

864
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these tmmcts are "dxspropomonately botrie by Blackaid Hlspanlc men, popr mduvnduals and mdwnduals
ness:and stbstance abuse R 4

with h)gh rates of: menta

75 Condusnon,
httpS‘/fobamaWhlfehouse archives; gov/s:tes/de?ault/f les/page/ﬂes]20160423 oy mmrceratmn crlmmaﬂ _justic.
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Coneentrationof Low-incofrie Hoisetild at of Below 80% of Niedian Inconie by San Frandisco -

Tract with Cannabls Bookings by Arrest Location {2010-2017)

866




To further understand; whlch commuinities- within the City have: expenenced a4 i sproportlonateiy h1gh
number ofarrests and fol ‘entlal economlc dlsadvantage ds ' lt' t‘1e ma,p m Fxgure 10 is further reF ned,

. 867



Source: Niayars Office of Gimiupit
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iabis ar S’E afid "I_'@W—ih' i1 }ousehofds For‘

ore may bea: drmng fac’for behind the Icswer

. the emstmg literatuie ohthe relatronshlp between economlcopportumt\] and the Ward Drugs,
identified above are-thé pjaces where that relatmnsﬁm s mcst fikely to have ﬁaé an adverse écanomm
frfpact. S
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E)(isfiﬂg-l(fa Hnabis. m‘aﬁstfy Dita:

mdustry'

Natlcmal i dustry

, dlspropor’cmﬂahty, each owmng only a th Ad;ef tbe miarket. that thewsh‘ ‘té'b’f thc natxona] popu!at}on
would! 1mply

e -

#Note: The. cﬁartiabové asstitmes all stérvey respondents thatdid:
aigy, ot he the't dse’given respordents ére.not given fhe: apﬁa 5] Jdentlﬁlbofﬁ

jrfacé and ethmaty.

Soures; Marfjuand Butriess Dilly {2017}, AmericanCommuinity Survey (2016)

77M afijuana Busfriéss Da ﬂyﬂntt’pszﬂinj bizdaily,com/Women-minorities-marijdanasindustry/)

872



Cali farmcr 7na’ustry

Almost.a‘third of respondents£a thé Marijuana Business Dally survey reported That their btxsmess
headquarters were in Caln‘orma Th|s is reﬂectlve of Ca]lfomla s sh'are of the natxonal market m wh" h

Were rac1al mmontles. in companson to.t ie- state s total, popu]atlon, whlch is61% ccxmprlsed Df“

 facialfethniciminorities, there is stll'significant 'nder representatior in'the mdustry

B'ggr%.i?x.-; Suriey of Re.iqe:& Ethnjgify'in-the California Cannabis iidustry

% Waruang Boslres Gl & Ecum:isrs

miy notbe'the case gwen respvndents Were'not glvea the optloﬂ to Jdentlfy bmh fhelr rage. and ethmuty

source: Matijusna Biingss Daily {2017), Amierican Comimunity Suvey {2016)

.
Sah Feéancisco. industry _
Asmall 77- pefs;bh‘;'su"rVéV"i:tanﬂuéted by the San Fra helisco chaptet of: the Callfeiiiia-Grawers ASSOCIB’EIOF}
found more diversity in the.cannabi :
Respondents'weraable to 5elfﬁ1dent

Busmess Daﬂy Survey, meanmg the SahR
dn/ersnty m Cahform 5 cannabls mdustry(

TS Weekly o litpy/ A shageldyicom inews/califomis-leddsnatlon-ir-lggalmarijuana-sales/

[
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: : : 835

iveywete female, a.
ﬁgure we 1 belorvv pari‘cy,. N -

Heure T4, Survey of Race & Ethnicity i the San Franicisto Cannabis Industry

@ % RO P O

iess O eréors

an.Community Survey, (2016,
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ar

W Bararsto E-n-t'ryz'

,dermf éd i Flgure 15 grenotan exhaustlve hsfg butrathera I{St of
qut to cvercome or commumtles that have been

: ﬁensmg -and. Regulatd*y'Fees ;

: -Busmess Ownersh;p

' | "Le'g;il .and 'Eegl;latorj«
Techhical SR

{Tax

{ Rarengesof Eqmty Progra e

© Cyiminal Background Checks

ot

Fibaiicial Bafiers

876
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Addiionally, tHese individuals: are Tass Ilke!y‘to be ahle o secure fraditional business financing or even
open tradmonal checkmg accounts assoaated w:th thew busmess 5 thajor banks are federaﬂ

msts Lmtxl prsﬁts are reahzea, tnese mdlvs uals are rendered, unable 10 enter the adult—use cannabrs

markef,

Attéssto Renl Estate

C]osely related to. financing, bitiof acute concern in San’ Franmsco, is access+o real. estate New

busmcsses need a locatlon from wh)ch to operate;and SanFrancisce has an extremely compe’utlve rea[
Do 'hest'" Shts and iowes 'Vacancy rates fo* commerclal and retai

n:y»réqul rements és Wnll as hcen.se renewal ‘r”ees
. , h complek regulatory requirements ., v
’ dlspro portlonate!y dlsadvantage lower mcome,mdmdhal&

“Fechtiical .Ba_r'.ﬁe'ts:

Francisco regulatiors.

ieg‘a] ‘and Régu]d'to’ry

. 877
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Tax.

Canrrabls busmesses WJ” be subjectto Lradmonai state and Tocal bUSmess taxes that often reqmre some-

ﬂnanctal contmgency for unforeseen tax I1abﬂtty }'
‘advaritaged Ventyies,

,A'Wareﬁés's'~cf‘Eqai't'y“Prbgram‘s

tbat potermaﬂy ehg|ble perso ns, are aware ofthe program and ltS beneﬁts as-éa r!y @s possmle

'The equxty com penent oﬂu:ensmg becomes partlcularly lmportantwhen the tofaf num ber of cannabls

can hmxt an. md Md VE] I’
|oan Tn ihe case of

‘triminal record cat
Dthet Barriers

Geography:

Geograp ’ican pose as a barrierto entry when aﬂowable ZBNES: f@r cannabls- biisinesses ¢tog, fal de’rﬁ

- 878



D{sfrust it Govemment

s discussed in the EqwtyAnalys:s sectxon of thig e port, Hrrest and Cofiviction: of cannabts offenses have
:disprOpomonately affected: commithities of colol despitesstudies showmg relatively: srmﬂar rates of use
6 cannabis between racial: .groups fi this: coritext, trust between: these Corfimiinities and the pohce or
government fiasbeen law, Thesecommumtles migy be particularly wary of establishing:a registered
busihessin:an (ndustry’in which they have been historically targeted for criminal enforcement,

879
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V. -ﬁéhﬁéﬁi'&']fﬁiqu?t‘v Program Benchiarking

Ovetiiei of Peerjﬁnsdrctlons Effortsin Equity in Adult-Use:Cannabia{ mpfemenfat“t’on

Smce ..He Iegaﬁzatlon of medlcal a“nd adi 'J*:.' 56 cannabts in sever;ﬂ states

éection, see; Appendxx C

To synthesize va 'ous possrbfe equity programmatlc elementyas wellas key ronsiderations’ and. lessong:
Jéaitied, the Controller’s. Dfficer researched local -and state adult-usé: cannabis | prograims and :conducted
telephone interviews Wwith' ’che foHowmg peet JUf‘lSdlCth ns:
Oaldand, CA

& Losangeles, CA

. Denver, {0,

* Massachusetts ' -

.

‘B Denver Collaborafive:Approach: [eading the way I initipal matijuana inanagermefit (F017 Anmual Report):

880
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Daldand ,

The Clt\l ef Oakiand’s Eqm’ty Assxstance Programwas estabhshed by c1ty ordinance and IS amongthe most ‘

] anDaRaRd regaR s

1.2} earn 80% opless of Dakland gve‘rage,medién incorei(<$52,650), ~

. | progmp:

' Incubator A:

| 'ﬁecﬁmcai

“Assistance - :

] '.mdustry
| Techmical -
| Assistanee

- 881 °




- : ’ 43:

Daldand has been accepfmg app1 Icat:cms under i:hts equxty ﬁ‘a ework Smce the end af Ma 2017 (see

.EQuiﬁy;AﬁbLiéatiansf(sas_eddn,’téssaenéx_r)j'- ' =

Equity. Applications (Based on conviedon) | 25~

) Ié-tfﬂai.fcgfﬁﬁlété'éﬁﬁiiéétidﬁs R

| igihiey Criterta | % “0n

‘Framewark

.,pm ent ,es,net 1ncluded

B Perinterview with City of Daldanid, .

882
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The prograim prowdes a benefittd wellF i alica) o Have'the space: and/or |
capital to- provide e benefits to ecmty appllcants Small-,und medlum-sized operators are: |
relatively dxsadvantaged againstiargercompeitors whe can afford this benefi £

Biisiness &
T R [
Technical 1.
Assistanee. |8
.

Zefolfiterpst
-Loaps: -

Los Angeles
Los:Angeles” equitty progfan $ bl
“Was-delivered to the .1ty’-’Councﬁ oy October itk
'i?lrogram,‘f_rram.ewb’r< The report" ; j

sy

appllcatlons wn! be avazlabl 'startmg in December 2017 Los Ange]es antlclpates that';ts equxty prograf
will-be. xmplemented as eatly: aSSprmg 2018, ’

{space, or‘ aSSIStance i capltal) oA quahﬁe,, _‘apphcant

- 883
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=I5 Wighi caniiz )
erforeemett drea®

st-afso qualify.es
coitic

884



TS

Fach’ tler of eTrgnb[] 1ty corrigs’ WIth 3 d1fferent sm’ce of beneﬁL or'programmmg offered to _thE apphcawt as:

Priotity | Permstﬂng Business |
Processing’ A551stahce “Training- | Waivers | Program

Prog,ram '

Low—lncome resident of LA 4 P
withid pfior cannabis - [ | . - S
ccnvnctmn MEA «.. 1 N ] - o d

Ther

B
e

i Low—mcome reSIdent aﬂA . ' Co ol ) PRI
“withimmediate family - -
‘member-convicted:of a- S
cannabis-telated erimedin S

! who areendorsed by: a“” 1 S e
N ‘ghborhood Coungil.. U AL

885
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,F:gu re22 prov:des detalls rega arding proposed benef“ s offered to equrcy appllcants

“No- or Liwelntersst
' Loang

1 [ncubator/ Industry
Partnershlp {Type 1)

; Atax irebateand potentlal gualifi ca‘oon as Terd equity apphcant Equlty permlttees o
| swould also receive tax rebate.

}hcubator/lndustry
| Partngrship. (Type 2)

'.Te‘c‘}jpjéql.Assgi,St%ﬂce .

City Property:

itjonal Approval

| Streatniining

;| :operational doWn ime spem in apphcatlon rev1ew wh(ch dlspropomonateTy xmpacts 1QW-
icome appifeatits.

: Permitting

| Bquingemient | ex o

| Warkforee

~'}lmpacted) anéi submxta diversity. plan‘

886
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¥ic:

"

¥

Eligibility Tiers: s that d;spropo ‘ onate afrests-ar
~ state and should not be: hmlted to Le

\ Cammumfy
| Redrivestrivent

Conditional
Approval

| Outreach:&s
- Edutation

| Expungemens
' Fvents

rmphcatuons io this pohc hatmusthe to_ﬂSIdere&

887 :
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Massachusetts-

Massarﬁuse‘ts approved ac{ult—use_ ann \bis on g

figory board memberswrth backgrounds or expeneoce in:
socidl JUS’UCE and mmonty busingss OWDEl’Shlpa .
] 'The Commxssmn mUStadop'c rutesto promote partu:lpatlon ini the rnnabls

: Agen 5% Represeﬁ%atmn

equ y;progfé»ml;nmg. énd framewa s.'

888



Benver

The first retail sales of adult-ise canpabis inthe United States began fn Denver ot Jativary1,,2014, Behver
aceounts for-40% of the state of Col orado’s-cénnablis retarlers and reached $788.3 m]lhon in sales
2@16 21 Although Dériver-does not Have an equffy prograrm that. exphc;t{y pmmotes equ;table owriership
and employrment in the cahniabis industy; it hevertheless tari provide importantnislghts ag4 ity that is
miich:fartherahead inthe permitting framewaﬂc than Samn Francisco..

B

£ ‘ Plan, wh ch details:
:umtyf The engagement p}an lsi

authon’cy in Denvc-r has no; enforcement authonty to compel acco tabltv’cy 10, 11:5 commumty enga gement
:plan

: é;céggn‘tabl ity

[Brandgal A': '[f'i's'i‘mb‘ol’ic.éﬁtto inderstand How much revenue.a ity wil expectto see“and how )

1 it can be: used if Festr ;Aust pian for how, fofids:car g,nd tannot be.
1 used.
Data T 1 Data collectiowshoui&,he.bun!tmto thmystem from the begmmng, b‘asefmes:

; 'estabhshed earlyJ and efforts' hould be made fo collec "data aion the enti

[ Edutation and.
- | Awarengss _ o
f~fmmthe start and ‘berobust..

#fhe Demwer Collaboratfue Apjirbach; Leading the way T nunicipal marffitana managerment {2017 Anngal Repoit].

BEyhid,

889
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Cifles shouid tryto understand whQ:is not. parﬂcxpahng in the legal market and
’ﬁmakerobust efforts to-engage this communfty.

- Social USE‘{ '-cOnsumptlon m Dnvafe and members-on!y Iounges whlch d not seH cannab;s but- -

{Tatyiapd

- Pénnsylvania | GL

West State T equire fﬁafftéggléiOF§;egvcﬁgr§gg
{ Virginfa; licenses,
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VI: Findings-and Recommendafions

The followi ngsectionseeks fo provide recommendations™ regarding policy.options that could (A {R) foster
‘equitable accessto participation in the- mdustry, inchuding profiotion of owners ifi-arid stable
emp[oymentopportumttes in the industry, (B) mvest City tax fevenues.in economic mfrastructure for
commumt;es that have hlstorically been d' senfranchiséd; (C) rmtrgate the adverse effects of drug

v Cﬁnsxdera ions:

leltxngthe EIngble grou :aHows an

r-and justifiable, f]drefer'a'bly'; ih da
: mmlmlze confusion among groups not
;fmcluded .
Ehgnbﬂifcyshou[d ata rmmmum, reqmre a

car anyw ere- i ithe, Umted States

¢ohviction ~h|storyassoc1ated'w1th
ganipiabisfefated offensels);,

o fmplemertation:

WHNg,; : ] } Wway, pJ“epare forsa A or
»peddfe any controlled substance to aminoy or seliﬁ offerto sell iurmsh, offer 10 furn]sh admrmster -orgive away a
tontrolled sybstance fo'a'minot: : :

891



53.

B

13) Lownoarie Status;™

. |4) Resideriey Requirémmient;

15] Qwnership. Requirenients; and if
| appropriate.

| 6Y Geographlc Lf)ca’cmnEns

Recommendatl o E[/mbdfty Ters

Cotisiderationiss

THe City should ¢réste s'tiered striictirefo e Tiared eligibility can offerprogressively
] provide. proportxonal benefits necessa ry for 'more &!uéble‘ Se:Ni’Ceé the most=
each tier's:success, 5 £

: i@é&pm}ﬁ;endatidﬁsgwﬁeﬁfsh@fp’ '

| sthuctures,

communlltlebs‘ha'\)e beenl‘dfspr ]
would recommend further- analy51s

o 892



Id ccmsnder apri rit ned?permlt

process ta ésstst Equity App]lra nts.

[Considerations;

and former resndents to bene i frrst from
this: opp@fhlmiy
s .Les’:Aﬁgeles

resourced: competitb-f frcmcmwdmg -'
Foll “mtenttal equxty apphcants

: ‘eographlc dxstnbutnon fGr the next phase:

893




5.

hUmBereoF equity-elgble diiduals:

AT

':agcpm@éﬁas;iﬁhg;.kaﬁas-

1 permitting nﬁases

| Considerationss

and stréa'mlmeﬁ‘ Condltxona! Use remew' B

progess, ¥

rcIear “rinelines.

Recommendation: Amnesty Program

Considerations:

894



Appllcants 0 pattners wit operamrswho
wish to firtherthe: City'sequity goals: Suek
“partiierships coild Include combinationsof

‘worldorce; financial; capital; rea[ estate,and ;
“technical assistance provtdea uy non-equ[ty

-applicants. -

ﬁexsble i ncubato program thatzallows Equity-

-ﬂffermg( ) can mce '

Ap phca nts atne- ébst t""the L.T.y' :
e Qakland has faced crmusm Lhat requnrmg

d'ete‘nrﬁi_ne 'a]_a"prg 'j program

iRecommendatloﬁ Incu' ,
’ PnontyProcessmg

the mcubated operéfdr 3':o> feallze’che

, qurcy benef;ts Faster,

Mietr’;ié"s;sﬁpﬁld‘bé;i_r:icqtfpizo;ﬁatediihfa the

Equity Progran to ensire that operators ére

;them with fic meanmgful beneﬁis

895




Relnvestmenr Fund

la
The Cliy shclﬂd conﬂder creatmg a o

dtrected benefts»t hose who Were
most. disptoportionately. 1mpacted by
canhabis enforcehient butare not,
parficipating dJrec’dy in‘the cannd Bis.
economy.

'War on Drug>

&

;Reéohjiﬁfeﬁ&éﬁbné:ﬁnf

B, Reducxng stlgma c_ould help operators

Recommendations Finding for-Community
Reifvestient

!
i
|
1

896 o i
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Development communtty reinvestment
"grants program:.

“Recomimendatio n:{Equ-ity‘PIdn

“This ity shomd consider tequiring. apphcants :
fo subrmit; aspa tofthelr Commumty Bepefit
‘Agfeemerit, aiy Eqity Plaf hat descnbes
‘how the: apphcant’s business supportsthe

: ,Equfw gcz@!s of the gw.

| Considérations;

% Thls encourages. busmess fo thmkabout
Equity in the context of it beinga
Zomimunity benefit in thelr surrounding
‘netghborhood .and allows themto
-copsidefe Uity riore Braadiy in the
context:of Their busmess model

. ‘fRecommendatmn Streamllrc EApungement
1 Opportumf:es

|-com mumty relnvestment programiming
1 sheuldinclade streamiffied ¢ expungément

| events-heldin nelghborhoods that have been. |.
] dlsproportlonately—impatted by the War onv

. Drug;,

Recommendations:

1 Cons;deratlons

{ & Bnnglng eventsto comimunities enhances, )

overall Gutreach fof the: equity program
and reduces barriersto: na\ngatlng the
.expungement process

897 .
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uld consider-expariding

support new workforce and/’or' :
{# This'would tequire engagem: "tand

" .| Consideratioris:

14 THe City's'approachito cutriculuf

-development hrough'GoSolarsF ceuid be

used as g model.

‘training: of new CBOs, b4
fknow]edge

:sources
Thls approach would also take'timetand

Recommendaition: TrainiAg Personnel witl

fhdustry Experiente:

qulum rele\lance and-
app _“cablhty

ﬁ "s‘hese posmons eduld create addxtlonai

nthe. regulated

' markef

' _;o.ukibead_ ,

req rements and_should constder reqmnng
T ,,centnnzmg employers 5 pnontue

Conmderatuons

898

* “cannabis busingss,-ehsuring they have



B0

'~apphcants from’ then dlsadva ntaged " meaningful access to workforce:

just us&d to*obtam the permlt

tlme to butld: the interrial capac{ty-,

“Recommendatlons Educatlon oh Fa
Ordiritince

he Cify s’hctﬂd proactlvely educate all

employment»

ommurutres: ' , | .opportunities mn:the Canriabis mdustrv s
' ‘ efitical.
"3 Refi nmg Local H‘ e requ1rements 10 -

4

hlred forfull tsme Afair: Wage jObS ah ‘not |

s - chca[ H‘tre and any requurements related

- Convietion-Workforce’

1'3sect|on E. D:sadvan’taged Cc)mnﬂinltres

s described in Sectibril i

#-See. Appendix D Existing REsoufees,
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The City.should [oolkat |egislating the
refoval of em pﬂoyment bamers based ot
: nabissrelated convictions:across:all

Lectofs,. . -

. | Considerations:

e Proactive partmpatxon byexfstmg

! .o-éfnploymﬁrm.

argeted:10

operatorswill Help the: City- fnove
towards'equity goals before mandates
meantto fdrther equity are
implemented;

" | considerstions:

or le - Mitigates firancial barriers

‘Consideratiors

x:ou'd be usedAtoérubSIsze foansta qunty '
'apphcants '

900



B2

'ﬁnancla barrle'n ofentry '

non- cannabls businesses. ar\d not
_ “recemngsﬂch a‘waivér may betome.a

the S.OClaI stlgma associatedi
e and sales, the. Clty should |nvest m &

Recommendauon ReduczngSoc;al Stfgma

goficern inthe busmess commumty

b ? ConsnderatlonS'

®  TheCity's: pub]xc mformatxon campalgn
£auld be sed to: address riultiple lssués;
‘rcluding facts about the hgalth‘lmpa@ta
of tanmabis:use aswell as the racialized
fistoty of prohibitior and enforcemerit.

Equxty@perators

”'o other federal

'uch g program or‘ o

th.,orderto address tbe bamer.that well—

RéComiriendation: Setting Tax Rate?. . .

0 pur:;l’co I’S.

+'& Highertax rates can’ncrease thi,

eﬂ‘ectwe prlce of cannabls causi ng some

e} regu[ated market A

. ®See AppendiRE TRAHGH: State SEructliFa8: ReVigw.of Othar jurisdictions’ Tax Stricttirés -
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) 'atpermlttmg process.
mplg “rHHSparerfc and employs
tions.to hielp speed: and’

_Considerations:’

Ksimple iftake aridj pligation process .

will make it easler for the appllcant o

Francxsco Busmess-PortaI

fe erred o, m.‘the Exxstmg Resources»."
ton: 2% '

M@i

o ¢ ieveragmg of exustmg nntr

reneurshlp

'fmnt cost and rESUurce needs;fnrthe
Dffice.of Ca'mab[s .

Recothmendatich: Matching Oppor

Thie Gty 'sﬁdtild'tr‘ea"ﬁé a“'bfog?am to mateh
fsma ,Operators eqmry applicants, and,

| Considerafions:

when al OWed C5-0p 'parthershlp
nmes.

802




&

| and’ regulatow comphance asswtance

. requ;re up-frum fundmg before adult use-
‘tax fevehue 15 avaiiable:

- M nybusmess ser\nce~ rowdmg

unable to prowde serv1ces substantial
tiriié may be needed to develsp fiew CBO,
parfiiers to create programiming in this
space. : ‘ »

| codrd at.qr farih,e— program:

" | Considerations:

1% This:Staff membepwill codrdinate with -

ie Atsbhcants Who meet Equity criterfawill

Eity departments; including the Hurman -
Rights Commissiori-and the Office of-
- Ecorjomiiciand Workforce Development

réceive assistance frorfithis pefsonin
sompleting theit application‘and:
,nam atmg Ctty processes through

.coardma‘corand staff in theDﬂ’ ice:

o of Stmall |
Busmess :

| “reduced costs

'_ConSIderatlons-

1e The eXJstmg partnersh1p be;;waen thie Cn':y |

.and City College Ts-oiie that: shou]d_ensure b
ihat San Francisto’s residehts. havié access
to impactfuland medningful curficulum:

903




A Dpportumt;es

The Gty shiould ensure:commiuiity
reinvestmént programming includes-
Xpliigeiment events Held-if.

4 sproportlonate[qu pacted. nexghborhoodsf

. Biinging events 1o communities enlhances
overall outreach for theequity program
aid reduces barriersto nagigating thie:
'expungu Tient process. -

I3

- Program.

'The appl ¢ atlon process thhm the Oriceithe:

eccmmendatlon Navrga‘bon to Clear S]ate

Cunsxderatmns'

1w

Expungement

bamers to-entry into adult—usé'éérinabxs‘ :

.56 Appendix D, Existirig Resolirces,
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T ,,outreach mcreases thi ,chances or
Al ;zuccesg by rewgmzmg

1 considerations:
U

fé rglatioriships may help t§ biild: st
’ m goverhment
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Réecommendati
Outreach

targe?f:rijeig othoods'a
{-high' cohgentrations of

“glble'm | vrduals -

i THIK effort ww,ul,d,req‘mré. upfroft.
xesinurcés-tq;pe!ifbrim.duitéé‘a-gbilaﬁ&i

Otitreach

.Superwsam 'houid pach pate in: creatmg

Recommendatmn- Cu]turally Sensmve B

and: engagementthr@ughout.San Franascm

| Eonsiderations:

S Rebuxlds THUsts be‘ween:equ 'W

gffec \}é, arjd not: efféctx\)ef fom vanous
I'stakeholders

| RecotimendationtImmediate Ofreach

N ‘Cb‘riéi‘der.atlohs.‘. o

immedla’ce outreath ensures equity
-eligible: applicants dre Notérowded Ot

906



b8

Recornmendatior

The Gty should incorporatedata collection
reguirefrients into the'application and,
repo rtmg processes to track that all

T and post-adult u$e ana!yses ‘
[ # . The source of data, pa

 dystemg arid ngen
potentlally addin

racicand report oufioridrtest rates iocatnons
of-artests; gender, Bthnicity; race; BEG
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%@

‘ f’bemg met

Consideratioris:

-commumty needs

Consrderatmns,
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70

Thé! crea‘ﬂon of formal re latlonshlps
ba’*Ween regulatory‘agencies:and a farge .
staicehow er group '
Elexible incubator options or athel:
fncentlves to-allow for(more estabhsh ed
re;gallers to maxxmfze tf_ i s

Recommendation; Eqtiltable Distribution

rovide for rore:egfittable distributionof-
Hhriabls storefront Fetail to fitigate
overconcemrat nin dlsenfranrhlsed
nexghborhoods

The: City should consider lahd use contralsthat

{ Consideration

8

-

By redu cfhg*%e"éii‘g’ibfe locations for
businesses, sta rcify creatds’ further
sha?enges faor equ:ty apphcants

Recommendation: Thoughtfl Flacermert

The: City Zhould tonsider the coricentration of

. Considerations: -

ahnabis; tobacco and afeshol rétal,lers.when

issuing’ land, Use aphrovals.
‘i“usk' Force Méb?bershib}f B ;ﬁﬁnﬁ&éfafibnéé' il .

The City should amend the San Fr angisco % Forimal relatlonshrps betW“'en regulatsty -
. _annabls. tate Legalization Task Force ;agencies and: alarge stakeholder group.

'.'embershlpto provide. membershlp 1o “Cali unCOVer keycbaJlengesand needed
representatmes'from dlsadvantaged ;adjustments as:well as; bu;ld trustinan
cemmunities? toensurethatissues related to: evolving, regu]atory enviroriment,
overconcéntration. are_zaddressed attheTdsk |4 2 formal stakehoider group can.add

Force

jréalicracy. and dréwn:cutsmalier

defifved ffiSeativn {1 Sibsection £, Plsadvantoged Comriunities;
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. AppendicA. Centér on Juveriila and Criminal Justiéa Diug Arrésts Report; 2017
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> ggj ] PUMANRIGMS

ES

'San Emnclsca § Dmg ATFests DE‘"’p 9{}% thmug’h 28163 ',
‘E)wpmp@m@mte AH‘@% 0 Amencang Perswt

WilhamAnnahn HRIa_ndDepLo :Soic

, .Amencans '
ohcyrefom:s.

?898&-89 (pcak yea:rs

81 of the Iérgc drugi ar_rcst declifg amnid; pers1sfent
dmg mesfs in° San F"'nmsco t Al5o, ]

} CLU mana-drrests T resentcd 59% ofall dmg an‘mfs in 2010 capd; this pattem scems fo
pcrs1st Seemore; here Tilpsi/isrew acliors/eallery inar nnanavarresfsqmmbers
& *https:/forww: acluorg/ga]]cry/marguana arrests:nurbers

(S 4 . . “ ‘2( i 1
913




s

,mcarczarahan (cnmmal Jush e) as ihe pnmary :responses to 1]1101t g use- and sale
3 o : '

legal, regulatéd drag markets . over ¢riminal prohibition: Legalization ﬁr st setves 16 ehm;nate airest a:ud

,:negauvely mpacted bﬁr deéa;ies of The dlsproporh.onaie pumuve atid. Ia'rgel*} meﬂeéﬁve enforcement-of
‘erifninal proInbmmL Fmally, & Tajor objecﬁon tos leg;ihzauon — the jpurpqrtedly bad sffect on: young

ongly- challenged by Cahfoxma, srexperience with marfjuana and other. drugteforms,
apphed fo.all ages Declings.of ‘80% in teenaged Hany “ArTests sines 2010 have aocompanzad large
continuing declines in trime;. gunlallmgs ‘violence; drug. cafﬁansesJ viglent-deaths, “tfafﬁc deaths, smcuies
schiool drop o, uxlplanned pre SRANCY; and related probletis among you’ch

Key Fr zndmcr.s’

= Dy la’gv refonns pohcmrr eﬁanges and, oﬁler "ﬂxﬂé:mwn Factors have apparenﬂy fediiced drug -
felony arrest. ra’c:s drasﬁca]ly i Ban Franciseo (down 92% for African Amsrxcans and 85% Tor
Aother TacEs from thetr 2008 peak Tfhrough 2 i &

= In2008 amlmbef eqnal to 8 7% of ) Frandsco S_Aﬁlcaﬁ Kmeriean populatmn Was: arrested for

'Conversely, ,th\ : ;mty=
ocgatred sfa‘rem&ev -

,ﬁﬁles THGTe likely ﬂlan whltes; o
‘ drug; felony

914



. ;Ame:cans and 12 Wera Aslans
wWere: As1a.us and. nonE Were Whltc

Sonioss DOT (0 ,

: B ackg1 ound

' of thc-thousands of deathis ov‘er the las“c dccade ﬁom lthIt'-dl'ng overdoses mvoive(i ﬁon—Latmo thes .
915



* } HUMANRIGHTS

sjsu

v the’ Amenca.n Givil
_L1bartxes Umcm of Norﬂlem Cahfomla (2002) produced sm:dar fmdmgs on I&mal proﬁhng by San
Franciseo Authorities i dmg law enfofeernent. .

£

CI C.T’ s ﬁn(’ﬁngs i 2002 ied to: presentauo.s to the Sem Franczsco Board of Supe:rmors (CJ CT 2004’

sﬁlﬁﬁes and complamts Iesulted i Icfemals 1o vanous' commmiees: and depaﬁments but did not. res'ult yd
concrete action, to our knowledge. . R .




. T : Sj ] iIflmwﬁiq'mélliTS
npon’caneous fézction by law sﬁfercement o reform, miedsures would be-: ﬂlumlnaﬁng to &etermme il
githier case, it appeatd prodctive policy changes will be. recrmred to. confrontpprsmtent tagidl dlsparmes in
auest

Methiod s

Datd for thIS gepott 4te talcer: ﬁomSan Franczsm Police: (SF}?D) anid Shenﬁ’ s. Departiment: (SF SOY. arrésf
staﬁsﬁcs for 1977 through 20] 6 as well as cempaiable statew1de s'fatIStIGS pubhshed byt i 'zite Crininal

Fuﬁher 1he SEPD clasmﬁcs 44% Ofl'[S felony arrests m2016 ag unspeclﬁed othe i
pmperty dIug, sex, o publlc order offenses) These faﬂmgs IBuu@,L San Franclsco

mcomparable to state anests - and also drstort Sta,ﬁe an:est totals They also raise. the pOSSlblﬁty that'
none of the racial étatisties released by thé SEPD, mf’ludmg fox Afiican. Amencans, are accurate.

Raies of arreqt are calculated by d1v1
group, gendm a:ﬂd race,. .. T

N Francnsco

Sern, Iﬁ*ancisco dmg felony e;zﬁ))cemem‘ 1 97 7 jﬂ esent

ar:est rates, mcludmg sndden empuons . dmg anests that cha,racterxzedboth of thase Penbds

fw
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>

Wiguke 2, Ratio:of Sdn Frasicises felony drug airest.xates by race'ys, tespéctive-demiogiaphics b éﬁﬁfbrﬁiai 1977:3016:

2 .. e ey et

1977-79 ‘1980 34 1985-89 19%-94 100500 X 0oL

that also affected fo a much lescer degrec San Fra‘n,cmcans of aother races

“The 1990-2009 period -
These’ pattems changed suddenly and Iadicaﬂy aftcr the eaﬂy 19905,»- :
rate ‘ ¢ Africs Am fican 1 e f

918



.fhe 'cﬁy;(DOJw 2017). ‘Ihese declmes were mclt larger than oceurred elsewhere it Califotnia: (79%.for:

,,Iﬂf@a fell 2% among Aﬁ:(can Amencans andby 84% amona non—blac iaces.ir mn

5
919 .




_ ;Amencans Iﬁmamed 16 Etm:ufs 0T ]Jkely than non—blacks‘ ifi tﬁe cﬂy ’ro Te-arréstad for dmcr felomes
“2016, downfrom 19- Himes n 2009 but: S1:Jll 4. substantial disparitys

Drug Moﬁahgz

W?io abu‘ses dmgs m SanFranclscc? This 1s 2 100T8 ralevant qaesﬁ@n fhan Simply Who uses dmgs gwen'

Adtican. Amerlcan

‘Ta.aIe 1 llhcif: drug-abuse death rate s &r 100 000 }Zopulatmn by: race/ethmcxtv

Asfan AII other {

Hy 3.5
dd i
31 99
2427 327
303 sLT
510 659
| Total 05 270
ENER T .-

"Soume GDE (201’7).

420

AII races thte ‘Latmo

00
25
&9
1RL

15

2.
B3

48

00
3.1
694

139
2013

6D

deaihs predlcfed dmg atrest rafes,

(not 42"/) of the’ mty’

-

D5
o
51
"3
g1

L
4
B4

920

157.0.
.1
&8
i85

drug arrest data distmguwhmg dlstmct trcnds n: Saonrancvlsco & pohcmg,




j‘ggﬂ | HUMAN Riams .‘

Youth Drug F. e?'o}'z:z‘/és=.20:0‘b=5076

San ancxsf‘o § érug amast 51tuat10n among youths unanged 50 Hramanc Ily~from 2009 io 2016 that fawi .

: drugs ﬂnan thelr ;l,_,p
statewide (DO.I, 291'7;,13,., : .'_
*popula’uou m 20 - Adtice

: * - Male Y T chale

,AFelony dmg ) e ’ S Aftican s

) .nrrestrate T e Wmte Hxsgamc ) Asxau Amenc;m Whlte Hispamc : Asxan
12009 T ~ AT

i . San Franclsco
“Ualifornia outside.SE

hoth sexes and’ all Iacés éspecxa]ly in. San Francistd., Even the hlgh Iate among Latma lemales is
;produccd by just.foni: arests in the: ity ini: 2016, while- aII other race/sex: categories.fiow .shmw lower fates.
"pfidriig atrests than coifesponding groups ‘statewidé—3 sttiation very whlike the: Pre-20 "f “Bta; ’

Fmaﬁly, the very large drop In Sin qumsé(};ls fm& Califomia’s) yeuthﬁﬂ ﬁmg arrests, mcludmg fhe

yigtiial, dlsappearance of diug. ml';demeanors appcars to Have hiad nong of the consequeuces il ng-war

3 San Franmsco 52009 Juvemle probahon reporfs detaﬂcd table on tfuphcdtedpe[:lﬁmas can be.used to-esfimate drg-arrests by-
xacc/ethmcll:y and gepderfor drugfelomes but noffor. dmg mlsdemcanms which-are: foo fewto jprovxde arehabIe basis.

- 921»“




mc'hcamnu nhat ar_l:estmg and mcarceraimg 7ou’chs foE diug. offenses iy notﬁecessary for ﬂlell' Well- _ emgor
pllbll” safety (CTCI 20 14)

Adullr Dug Féloiises, 2009-2016 : S )

- qualto:t"z':ll I of
L fhe! ge‘r of 10 694
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’ Msdememor Dmg Anestratv
12008

1 'San Frangisdo

Sz "'535:7465

lee S Female

57- y .. ’

T3o16

San Francisco

category, nzucoub felomes:'AﬁlcanAmcncans tyete 64 1
'be a,u:estﬁd in 1980 10,3 times more. hkely i 1995 , ATl

‘Dangerciis/other s

Sotees: DOJ (2017); DRU (2017):

dlsbropomonall'

ThisderfieAHors declmed more for fion- blaok taces. Thé Iesult Was that thig chsproporﬁonate ISVcI of blackv
rug arrests rose substantially for mlsdemcanors oYer. the 2009- 2015 peti id.

W

923 -

i




bas,d reform 10 fhes global d
gio”bal war: on drugs has falled

irig thét “drl'l pohcms niust ba base‘ on humanngh piblit }
: f. Tt 1§ worth: Jralcmor a moment 11616 to '

{ signed Very mego ‘mt mahonal uman-
edf the Convenﬁon».‘ A st Tortuié I T},

: By stﬂmrt ;és condmons off Iatmcauon. The

3w«

 “fiot self~cxeccrfmg —meaning that the



'benc’hmarlc for Iocal govéfﬁmént pohcy a.ud prac ces

;,Non—DlSonmmatlon and’ EquaI Protection. Under: the Law :

tsen’cmuy dcﬁncs cxvjl and O]
Amendment) nghts to: ﬁqual protectlon ’under the Iaw

L Ly X te
dlscnmmauon It: quulres states® pamcs to ehmmate Taws or pracu es. whichmay" be race-
nevtral on their-face but. whiqh .h,_aye “the putpose of: Q}ﬂ‘ecf’; of restricting rights, bn"the

925 g
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2w

basis. of TAGE: Regardless theremre, ofwhether theywere: enacted with racxafammus tﬁey
wnnecessarily and wojnstifiably create significant racial : disparifiesin the cur%aﬂmen‘r of an
iripGitant xight.

The conceptualizaﬁon of vacial dscrimination add.fhe legal fheasutes. Bf mn—dlsc mination and equal
;i‘ Qtecuon under Ihe 1aW artlculated by 1he ICE]RD8 demonstrate the™ umque charactensuc of a. human

mteméilonal deﬁmtldn and haé ésfabhshed its own, Humén R1,,hts COIIH;lSSIO]l fo defénd human 11ghts;
fithir city Titnits,

RPN

A human nghts ﬁamewoﬂg WODId deman_' e e

"'A:Encan Amen ang stﬂl ﬁnd thﬁmselvés. systemahcaﬁy targated for drug a:crests it a dlsproportlonate rate '
of approximately:] 10 to 1, ’ , -

S]Jthfcom e

1 patients :aeed pft treamlent mstéad r.zf cnmmals dessrv_ g p f’shment have demonstra‘ted
extt,mely posmve results 1 erine reduction; health nnprovement, and evercomm g dependcnce

4 Soospeoifically TEBRD Goneral Resommendation X1V {48}, Arficle:t, paragfaph 1.
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state pﬁst 9] 1 1> Por‘uval Went in oppésfce direction;. decrmmahzmé neaﬂy aH forms of dmg 158 and
' devotmg resourees:1o: oufreach aud treatment for drugusers Asa 1esult (Knsfﬁf, 2017) .

i ,-jThe Portugu&se Helth, M
s ;Implementmg drugpohc ref

& .Portugal 1ﬂusirates ﬁle ‘gost efﬁcmnoy of ireatment 6v mca:c, . ,for dmg use Portugal’
drurr programs cost: appm;umately $10- per citizen, Arnally; while the: U;S; has spent over’ $1
‘1kaer Ambncan household) oncnmmalprohlbmon R

-
¥

‘giobal SO1feE
Sarchez- Mo;c.eno.




“of arrests or illegal egtraband. It'p v1des 4 hiew resouice .enyironinent to aﬁdreas* the Stictured
Zmequah’cles Iesul’cmg froim. and ékacerbated by ihe Jailed war on. dmgs .

I its 2016 Teport; ﬂle (obal Ccmmission ot g Pohcy ’cakes;syecmlicare to ca]l :for nahons to g0
beyond decriminalizafici t@ {z‘ﬁafe legal, regulated #ngrkets. designed Apcording: 1o TN, Sustatiable
'Developmt Goalg [SDEL. “That is; Tegal markets: should be demgned ifi, order greafe solutions %o
reiated soc;lal pv ble ) spec1ﬁca11a ine]l dmg syste: uuc - paverty truc’cured mecrua lity (alorig, liftes;of Tace

ISt deporta, :IL fid:in Soine" asepcmamnt separaﬁon ﬁom ﬂlelr
' 'famﬂles of ﬂmse »cons1dered ‘norcitizefisy exclusmn from cerfain JObS, and demai of we]fare




'grohfblﬁon shionld bé understood beyond the mdlvmual to encompass «effecté» ox commum’mes and the
%roader Tacial pohﬁcs ofplacem San: Franclsco ' S P TR

ights frame wiork sugge':‘:” . that the- Asources @ppoxtumﬁes and ost: savmgs md a.vax a‘ble
' ,egulataiimarkefs—flﬂc ,eIegal cannabis market emewent m Cahfomla——:,; efnyeste

s{gmﬂcant challengus éhd barrlers ! CCes : -
“Frangiscosent drug: offenders to s‘catc p;nson atA ite less fhan half; tha state average

zelded tog

the present:

Dmg ‘arfests ﬁavc fallen so--dlamaucally that ar’ Aﬁican Amenoan in San Franclsco isziow 1ess hkely 1o,

,&'Whatevel, its. undeﬂymg lmperairves the clty 8. dmg arfest pohcy pnor to. recent; reform '

- 829



chucnon of 90% ormore mth&u:apact of dmg arrests O lecal c,omnmnmes smma 2099 Iefom:l has ot
mitich :reduced the racial dispmues m drig: pohcmg Afncan Amancans axie stﬂl 15 umes more I1ke1y=to
: : - ft 1 ST [ 4

a hugc. dlépanty

‘Whefher intentisngl br fit, such consmtcnt d1$paﬁt1es 111 drug War pohcmg m San I‘Iancxscq should be.
mewed asg, hmnan Ilghts iglato: ) e vtz
dJscnmmahon not, if ters, of ove

Slgnatmy
.Francmco 3

2, A
addresging ’che,m <conﬂ1ct wnh the cxty s. commftment to the egalitartian idealsit , ,
intetnatienal hiuman, rights:frameworlc pmwdas specific.guidance ‘en how cities Tike. Sai FIanclsco g
'Beyond haltmg ra,cxally disparate and lar 'ely.meﬁfecnve crifpinal ; ]usttce models to. models focusmg an.

i
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iBureau of 1.116 fs0s, (ZOIZ) 2010 Census Daia,. Washmgton, DC US Bepaxtrnen’c of Commerce A“t
“http: //2010 CEnsus. gov/ZQIOc:ensus/dataJ -

L
- <.

Centers For stease ControI’s (CDC) (2(?17) WONDER Compleqscd Mortahty Fﬂe 2000—2015 At
hﬂps -J/viomdér.cde gov/morfsql Tl o . .

Center oin Juvenile: and Cnmmal Tnstice: {C '1',33 (2002) Lﬁtte; of SQHAFIGIIC‘ISCO Commlssmnon tha Status:




Global COIDB’IIS

1;011’@}&

Tnterngtional Conve;rrtxon fo. E’ndRamaI DISCI]JDJIIEJ:IOII [ICERD}, 660 'UNTS ’195 em‘,ere&mto force Jar.
4 1969, The; Umted States ratlﬁed ICERD on. Octobier 21, 1994 .

‘Intemailonal Covenanj: qn le and Pohtlcal R}ghts G_A res 2200A 21 U N GAOR Supp- (N 0.

Attt vprobation/publicat
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1T | sodan riges:

T

Whitelaw, M. {2017). & pafli o pedce’ i the'U.S, Dmg Wari Why Califoraia shnuld Imp 3
Portuguese igde] Tor dmg decrimimalization, I.ovola LA, Int’Z & Comp L Revzew, .40(1) 81—1
T13.

Cahforma Drug I’ohcy Enfofcem@nt " ”Theflmp act of Cahfornla s Thlee Sttlkes La M o Cume Rates .

IIr Malcs has a Ph D in::soc1al ecology ﬁom U,C Irvmc and formelly Langnt sor;ology dtU C. Santa sz Wlth

S

21
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‘Forhore information please contact:

Cen:ter 0 Juvmﬂe and Cmmmal Tustice

.

v
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4 ]HUMAN RIGHTS

.Appenﬂix&, . _ R e .

- Testiniony -to- San Frandiseq. Board ‘of Supeunsors on Bxspropm honate Arrest/Conﬁnement of
' Aﬁlcan-Amerlcan Young ‘Wemen for Drug Offenses . o ;

oﬂenses than‘alé Sail Eratcisco gxrls ‘of other: races R
San Francisoo ‘W]nte Lahﬂ& A’Slan ﬁlld, other/mlxad-rac‘ : (tha

accounts for 35 2% of the anesfs ofyoung black Women for drug felumes, and % 5% for all felomés, f
in ‘the state

‘éays ofallraces (b) San Franmsoo;; itls of othe; ' ) C :
hnd gn:ls 6f all aces ALL show: declining: Ia’res of anes’c and unpnsonment Vst the: last dacade, (e) San
Prandisco Plack guls Are the ONLY yonﬂl pﬂpnlatlon in fhe state shomg skymcketmg 1ates of
arrest and incarceration.

Finially, there {sno’ evidehce; Df a: senous drugabuseproblem am(mg S Frareisco black gl:ds that :
waould, explaﬁi their; masswely eéxgessive. dest rate. The: £ity’s. drng abusmg po;mlatmn Jsmostl
#nd- OVerWhelmmgly ovérage 30:The: dmgs {hey abuse are: exactly the, Satne-oies’ “iinplicated: mv:tolence
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. dmofg drug dedlerss herom, cocame mcthamnhe’camne itficit drug comi:manons, and dmgs mixed with
:aleahol.

In fﬁe Iast seven yeuts. (1997 through 2u02) federal Dmg Afmsc Wammg N c‘rwork show 2 260

A88% were over age 30 -
Meanwhﬂe mone gf the: c1ty’s Mg dbuse &eaﬂ]s and’ feWer fuan‘:Z"/}, af the c1ty s Ilospltal

;has nof been a dmg ovardoseA death, of any kmd mVolvmg ati: Afncéﬁ—Amencan femala undej: age 25 in
4 'SanFrancasco smce 1996 (‘ﬁgureﬂhrough 2002} A T

am certamly it suggestm af @ pegple: o] e Tor dring s thie ony
'.estrate 1§ already subs’canﬁallyhlg‘nerthan thestai .' ole: T afii suggesting 3] \'131011

. d pan01es
"Wlﬂl regard'to Tace; gender “antd age o T .
-Arrests SanFlanczsco w8, Cafifornis gjrls, 2000 02
}Rate
'_Felony 6 715 Coae 1,546 "

.Assault 1,042 401 _

Robbery - 926 138 .

Properiy 1 598 - 796

Fel drug: 2,362 81 )
Misd'drog - 7 93 er 148 : : ' - :
Aloog. 245wk . .
.Aﬁ‘BStS; g‘lﬂs of offierrates

Rate: Sa;LFranCISco Restof CA. -

Faiony ' 587 . 440

Agsanlt- 9% 87

. “Robbery 64 - - -2
Property. 219 244
Fel drug 125° 44
All'diug S st 197

§ 24.
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Rate  San Frangfseo Restof CA.

Fel emny o 1 ,334 ‘ 525
Agsaiilt, 713 11
- Robbery. - 169 - 21

“Property 387 287

Eel diug: 398 - A
Misd: dmg. 42 . 15
AT drug 441 199

Thanlyou foryenr consideration:.’, |

Milce Males
SocmlocyDepmuueu*

il §314267099
-gmail mmales(;earthhnknet

14/20104
andrecqnmendatlong S
htp:lwwry. stz /st

214 College E1ght
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.At I 857 per» 100,000 opulahon e axxesf fate for bgack Juvemle females m San Efranoxsco 1s 26 tfmes

LT [ Eunan riceTs

4 Fanary 2004
Commission Secietary -
HumanRights Cotmmission.
25 Van Ness Averng, Suite §60.
SanFranmsco, CA 94102-6033

,Phone 415:252:3500.

Fax: 415”31 5764
TDD: 800.735.2922,
E—maﬂ Beiqe mfo@sfgov ofg.

T o Wltih‘m; to.atk for COIDIDJSSlon mves‘lgatlon of ﬂ;»,e extessive arfest and mcaxceraucm of Afficais
Anierican,j juvenile females in. San Francisco, spec;,ﬁcally for dmg - offenises. I believe: the exiieme pattéin.
documented below-conshitutes age~basea, tacial aud sexnal dlscnmmadmn,

1. Sati Fraficisco law enforcement. authontles aftest juvenﬂe black females-for elony dmg offerisesaf g
rate far exceeding fhat of Califoriia 454 whole;and comiparable: Califoriiia cities. :

the sfa,te S "‘éota '

females a::rested foii dmg felomes m_a‘ll of Cahforma .

The dmg felony cdnymtmn (peh’txon sustamed) Iaie forh ;,ck gn:Is is 23 tzmes that of other glrls 111 San
Frantiscos: :

pmmemamohgsmms hlack girls thatwould Fiisti
aidrig axrest and-incarterafion excess. . : ' T

2. Thietg 15 o eviderics of a-drug dbus

I 2001 blaclc Juvemle g]rIs Compnsed nope’ Of the clty A 104 ﬁmﬂ oveldose deaihs zm I

Servmes)
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3 Evefymeasnre of dmg gbuse.shaws He cfcy drug abuse m'oblem, ovemfhelmmgly, is. wlu’ce and pver
0&30 ) _ A .

-

In 2{)01 Wﬁi‘es ever age 30 compnsed 81 of fhc cfcy 5 104 dmg overdose deaths an& 302 of ﬂie c.f‘y s

' .abuse of ﬂlegal drugs In i002 pexsons.over‘ aée'BSA compnsed :-'84/0, dnd Whltf:s 64%} of the mty’s 273
g abuse fata]mes ' A o srn i T

“Yet, despltﬁ théit Qverwhelmmg Gontribition 4 Sai Francizco’s drug a?:)use toll, c1ty ’"hltes over age:30..
comptise Jist. 19:6% (1,577 of 8 935) of felony: arrests for drug offenses; and F4.8% (373 of 1. ;504) of
misdemeanor drng arrests. Meanwhile, hlacks: under age: 30, who ac count for ust1% of flie city’s drig
' abuse deaﬂas comprise, 22:7% [¢F 82'? of §,(135)of: felony, anid, 12:6% {180.0f 1 504) of. mlsdemeannr drwr
B foen_?g Yoo

g ise. propﬁruon Would prechct Thus comyared t’ ‘cheu Tovel of dmg abﬁéé ybﬁﬁger blaclcs are
mere than 60 finies more-dikely to e anesLed for: drugs than lder W}Jﬁes .

4, This sacial dlspanty T anest B&IStS for adult Afncan Amerlcan womem 'fhough not to, the extl:eme
6thnt as-for, Juvemle fémales.. o TP .

Comprisiag 2,7% of the blacks fema le: populafion stafewide; San, Franmsco black femaies compnse he
following proportions. offarfests. for drog felomes offerales in their age, groups- statewzde Jages 18- 19;
A2 Ages . 20—’)9  34%; ages. 30 39 12%, and’; ages 40-older, 12%

Comprising 8% to 10% of San Francisco’s fssle -population; blacks age: 18~19 comprise 73% of Hhe-
grrésts; 18’—19'73&1‘—01& women. c1tyw1de for drug felomes 66%: for | age. 20~29 56%, for ages 30: 39 Ard
- 70% for those ages 40'and. older.. .

)
&

5. San Fratioisco’s:law’ enforcsmantpohcy toward dmgscaﬁnotbe Tistifi ed ontheé: groun&s of. Pracuca]lty
It is. of dublous efféctiveness in Ieducmg dmg gbuse. A‘gmdmg to Drug. Abuse Wammg Network:
tabillEofs;. RBan. Francigeo’s patg of dmg—related ‘morality
iinies hlgher fhan. for Tos Angeles (12.2) "and San DngQ 12. 8) and its rafe OF drug-related. hosPﬂ:aI
graergency-freatments (1,121.9 per 100,000 pd ulafionin:2002) is 4.5 times higher ﬂaan for Los Angeles.
{250.7) and 48 tufnes_hl. fet thapr for:San Diego (122), . ,

];CS&ITS' ] dlschmlnahon agamst younger blackpeoplc partlcularly‘younger black Women, and e){cessﬁré

1emency towfard:older-whites whose drug-abiise is dnvmg the crty s-illicit drug 1ise and disttibution. These
g, by far, the'mosf: Iama]ly extreme figures' Thave seen for ¢ any c1ty.statew1de .

¢
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ECE

glﬂs by numbsr it 2002 for drug felomes (83} fhan ’che: cﬁy of Los A:ngeles (’74) ora ,l 'Jtmsdictmns i
Alsitieds Couaty (32) the lattét of which. ‘have. yotith poputations six and thres times higher thait, Sai
Eranclsco reSpecﬁvely As seen San Fiancusco §arrests ate dlsproporhonately of blacks ’

7, T'believe Sin. Franmsco 5 miethod of anfommg drig luivs conistitutes 2.xace gendel~ and age-baged
Fmmanrights violation that-is wafair on its face andwmch damages the Jives-of young people while: ﬂmg
" o #ddress the city’s Serions di abuseproblen &7 ape-groups: Task that these. facial disparit
be examitied dud fhat e city pursue fcies’ tht ar6 Hiore. equltable aud effective i, Tight., of thc age
race, aid gender chalactensncs of ity dmg whuge problem -

-

thanleyonforyour aftenfion; .

S

Ll\ﬁkel\f es, PILD

1l 8314967099 |
;@maﬂ fnmales@earthlinknet: Do
hnmepage ittp://liome. éarthhlﬂ(met/~mmaIes
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sipperidhc Bl st of amabis Spemf'cstau%es&emewed
czass | ;':Sta“m"ce | T ;‘ﬂe‘sc?‘itxf;m.a" |
| amsagr | oumatonof maiiians

-t 1359 HS/F .| Possessioni of marljuana for;sals

TI359(¢) HS/F Pigksasion of iarijiians for sl Wit priois

| dssoidfmsE

 11360{a) HS/F ™

| 43861 HeyE ) Erifployment of amindro: “
| 1u3sa{byHs/F -~ - | Ruthishing mdrijiEma o fino;

woa

{ 11362.3(aj{6)-HS/E" 1] Manufactufingeoncentrated cannabis usitig:a volatile solvent without =

<

for: { 11357(a) FiS

- [A13576) SV - - | BoiEeSTOR-of WARJUSHE 285 ErAMS GRS

‘Plssassion of mirifiaha miol
mifite thag fourgratns. ©

e'thian 28.5:grangs apesncentrated:

| 44357{b)(2) HS/M

|assTerusime -~ | pos 2815 BrafiS OF ¢S ot Eontentratéd cahriabl

[

Y. L

J 43857 (d) HSME . 'ff?}qsses;s”iuﬁ:of‘maﬁjugﬁa Pz 5 grams.or less atschaof  *
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1135706 Hym

{ Possessibn ofarijuanaupoigraunds of k= 12 schiogl

| tdg57.5(8) H/M

} Sellingof distributing.a syfithretit cannabinold compourid

At

| 11357:5(p) Hs/M

| Usiar possession of 4 syritheti cannabiniold eompotid With priof

offarise.

| 13586 sy

| Cutivatibn of farifuana

" | tissais) /v

| Possession-of marjjuana forsale

=

[ taseotary Hssma

Transportation, safe:atidgiving away of marjuand

| 243600E] HS/

1 Transportation of not more than 28:5 grams of marjuanaotherthan.
cofjcentrated cannabis. '

11362305 FiS/M |

Possession of arijuana ipon schiool grounids

{228y VoM

| 3n0idiay R/

"} Infractior

| fiss7@yns

* | fourgramisiorless

RS

1 ‘Possession of matijiana ZS;S»gfrg'nis%qr'lassf

{assszepaymsy |

Minok i possession of marjuana more thin-28:5 grams.of coricentiaited
abis mare than fourgrams '

213575 HSTE

' 11358(a)HS/f

B
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| asmsofayHsAt

Pogsession pfmarijiana forgale by a minoruinder 18

11360(a)(2) Hs/i | Transportatiom;sale and glvirig away of marfjuanaby amifriorunder 18 ?

Hssoii s/

“Trahsportatiofi:of Aot more than 28’5 gramis of mattiuani other, than:

goffcentrated-cannabis

113623 (a)(1) A/

2

| Smioking rarfjuariaiin a prohibited publjc place

a1362:3a){2) Ho/l

-|:5moking marijuana where tobdcco is prohibited .

| 1ms2a@EE s,

_}sﬁgék'ifhg;m'aﬁjyana. within ‘i‘,DQO‘fe;af.:ofA a-school’

|- vig6za(ayay s/t

| Passéssion of ah -oper container.of marijuana while in-avehicle.

|28222(5)Vic/t | Possession of marfjuanawhile driving
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Appendmb Existing: Resources

San Frandsto. has numerousex:s’émg resources tha%{:an Sefyeas 1mportanitools fQ""Eqmty Apphcants

BUsmess Ass:stan ce:
.fo‘ ice of Small Busm:

Gt ‘ror Entrepreneurs, Employer Mandates -
s Gther Business Resolirees ahd Programs

'The Offxce of Small Business-cari also. referto programs. such as the San Fra Acisco, Bar Kssodiation J.awyer
, Referral and lnformatlona! SENICES‘ThJS costs: appr‘oxnna”tely 835 $6r 30rin ufes, :

- 947 ‘ ;



, Fi‘an(:lsca rs.:-Partlcxbants in the workforca system oﬁ:en agccess th;s system-Because they 1'epresent
populaﬂons thaph ve hmonca Iy faced djscnmlna’rron ancT dlsenfranchjseme' tand a59. resuli: lad\ i:ne

‘mva]uabi’e pool of quall’r“ ed entry‘]evel ”calent that smail busmesses £an struggle 1o ﬁnd

Ne:ghborhoou’Access Pomts
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B L

'XIEHOUS ccm u:n lty ROt proﬁt orgamzaﬁons labor umons and Tndﬂstry employers‘ Cxtmeld ’furthers

haVe D‘“‘TCDmE barners to empTayment Jncludmg formerly lnt:an.erated workers i communmes
negatwely lmpactea Ey the farled war on. dmgs C'tmeld gradUates Would be natural candidates for

A.n in respofise o{new '
f _ompasses ccupattons insuch &

Ereigiig iidus
advancem"en
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Clean S]Cl‘e - : i

Déféin'd'}e;ﬁs C?ffii:e‘ithapcanifﬁﬂﬁ p-e.ople -”clean up”

drunk dnv 18, theft
! 'domes‘uc \nolencej mbbery, and assault and battery) and
Cert]ﬁx:a 5.6f Rehablhtatlon such as State- Prison Cases :

N

Fmr szance Orc[mance (Fco) - u
The Fair-Chanc . i,(FCO) went m’co effect feled AugUStB 2014 and regu!ates the uge’ of arrest

El
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0

enrollin thie CB3P ate guaranteetfa Plarining Gommission hearing date within 80 days of filing a
cofnplete application, ahdiplacenent of the Consent Calendar. Applicants for the CBAP must 4
rompletes checkhst documentmg elighsflity forpatticipation; b) ‘r:sm}ﬂ; ete the Conditiorial Use
'ated materlals, c) conduct ) Pre-Apphcatxon Mee’cmg pnor to ﬁlmg, and d}

apphca .:on and p_v_ v1de _

T‘mn: Hons do apply, and CBBP apphcatlcns are subject to the same feveT @f nelghbothood notlce, the
sapePlapning Code: provns:ons, Fnd: the sameé {if applrcable) CEQAFevieW fequireehtsyand méy “still be
shifted from; Consent o Regular Ca!endar if: requested by a Planning Commissionerormember of the

pubhc
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Appendix E-“i‘axauon SLate Structure 2 Review of Other ] UI’lSdlCtlonS Tax Structures

-

New catinabis taxes have also-beeitauthorized urider Proposxtlcm 64 All darinabis. s subject toa 15
percent stateéxcisetax-and local governments may also levy thear own-excisetaxes. Standard sales
taxeSupply as.well; ; althiough medicmal cannabls is-exempt fromsalestaxes: Further; the'state will
collecttakes from cultivatorsat a rate of $9 25/02 for caninabis flowérs and: $2.75/ 67 for leavés, State tak
revenue will fund cannabls—related administrative: and enfo reenient getivities aswell a8 new programs fo.
spport laww enforeement; environm ental impact fitigation-of carnabls sultivation; urivérsity reséarch,,
ahd comiduniity Felnvestment graiits. ‘ '

=

. gver 30.citiesand Epufifes in Califorma put Carnakis fax medsiitas
X e average Ior:a] tax rate-on

Ariticifating the passage of Prop:
Peforevoters: last Novembet; and nearly all of ‘theseimeasuies passed
i ound 10. percent which is in addition tothe.state’s taxof 15 petcent;

canna}:ns 153

Py

in somecittes; the taxis-variable.lt San D’ego, for fistayice, the rate startsats pefcent flicréases to 8
percert in 2019; arid City Colincil is: ‘Huthorized todncréase the fax by ordinaiice ts ahaximuii 45

; 1e:City of Los Angeles Yotets: apprOVed g 10 ‘perceritiax on adult—use cannahis seld at retail
stores, a5 pErcenttax-ony annabis,: and leSser tHXes onnoh-retail cani _blS busmesses such
g festing and matitifacturihg: All déw localtaxes thai: have passéedssince Novémber 3016 are general
i d taxes, meahing taxrevehiie will support general services. m each city or county; rather: than a
‘d:',e,. Ented, funo‘w"ch spemf c spendmg requxremcnts : -

Lfirtally, the'cmes of Sai.Jose; Galdand, and Berkeley have lewed FaxXes on fanhahis.galaesinde 2010
afthiough priorta Proposition 64, takesohily: apphed to-medicinal cannabis Fach of these cltfes will ak
adult-use:¢arinabls at 10 percent.inCaldand: ahd Berkelev, iiadicinal canhablsistaxed 2t lower rates:.

While San:Francisco does’
frigfibers of the public afe be
upcemitig election,

»
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I, Executive Summary

On September 5, 2017, the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Ordinance No, 170859, creating the
Office of Cannabis and defining the Office’s responsibilities. Within the ordinance, the Board of
Supervisors requested that the Office of Cannabls, the Department of Public Health and the Controller’s
Office deliver to them and the Mayor no later than November 1, 2017, a report analyzing the unidue needs
of Individuals who use cannabls for medicinal putposes and providing recommendations regarding policy
options that would (A) preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, (B} ensure
medical cannabis patients continue to receive high-quality, approptiate care and (C) providing
uninterrupted access to medical cannabis patients.

This report studies the current state of medical access in San Francisco, provides background on the
Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program and known characteristics of the card holder community,
and provides feedback given to.the City through focus groups hosted by the Department of Public Health.
Finally, the report makes various recommendations for the City's consideration,

[

. Introduction .

California Medical Cannuabis Policy

In 1996, California became the first state in the U.S, to legalize medical cannabls, Legalization resulted
from passage of Proposition 215, the Compassionate Use Aet, which was incorporated into California’s
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 11362.5). Its purpose was to a) ensure that seriously ill Californians have the
tight tc abtain and use marijuana for medical purposes where the medical use is déemed appropriate and
has been recommended by a physician who has determined that the person's health would benefit fram
the use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucoma,
arthritis, migraine, ar any other illness for which marljuana provides refief; and b) ensure that patients
and their primary ceregivers who cbtain and use marijuana for medical purposes upon the
recommendation of a physician are not subject to eriminal prosecution or sanction.

Senate Bill 420 followed almost a decade later to prescribe personal cultivation and possession limits and
estahlish the right of qualified patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful
cultivation and distribution of cannabls among members, These faws allowed for medical cannabls access
and created city and county-based systems across the State.

Between 2003 and 2015, the commercial cannabls industry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn’t
until 2015 andthe passage of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established
a legal framewotk to regulate and monitor marijuana dispensaries (“AB-243, Medical Marijuana” 2015).
Originally set to take effect-on January 1, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act was
. amended via the Medical Cannahis Regulation and Safety Act in June 2016, This updated piece'of
legislature aimed to incorporate stronger environmental protection palicies within a comprehensive
~ licensing system {“$B-643, Medical Marijuana” 2016), l
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-On November 8, 2018, California voters passed. Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA),
legalizing the distribution, sale, and possession of marijuana. AUMA wds modeled on the NMedical
Marlfjuana Regulation and Safety Act (MMRSA) of 2015, In 2b17, California sought to create one regulatory
system for both medical and recreational use. Therefore, this last June, Governor Jerry Brown signed the
Medlicinal and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) into law, reconciling the
differences between AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a -crucial step towards developing a.regulatory
framewaork to facilitate a for-profit cannabis sector for both medicinal and adult-use,

San Francisco - v
In 1991, San Francisco vaters passed Praposition P, Memp Medication, which asked whether or ndt San =~
Franéisco would recommend that the State of Californila and the California Medical Assoclation restore
“hemp medical preparations” to California’s officia-l list of medicines {Office of the Registrar of Voters
1991). There were three paid arguments in the bailot in favor of Proposition P, which pm\}ided guotes
fram physicians and cited scientific institutions in arguing for cannabis’ medical benefits (Office of the
Registrar of Yoters 1991), Voters approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote (San Francisco
Public Library 2017). ’

In 1999, San Francisco’s Health- Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-99, “Supporting the Development
and Implementatien of ‘a Voluhtary Medical Cannabis identification Card Program” (San Francisco
Department of Public Health 2000)..This resclution supported the development of an identification card
program for medical cannabis for individuals who qualified under the Compassionate Use Act as patients
" or primary caregivers, In 2000, the Board of Supervisors formally created.-San Franciscd’s current
Identification program for medical marijuana (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2000),

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 01-2006, declaring San Francisco to
_ be a “Sanctuary for Medical Cannabis (san Francisca Board of Supervisors 2005). They also urged.
California law enfarcement and regulatory agencies to avoid harassing; arresting and prosecuting
physicians, dispensaries, patients or caregivers who complied with the Compassionate Use Act. '

In 2002, the Board of Siipervisors placed Proposition §, titled “Medical Marijuana,” on the ballot. The
proposition was a declaration of policy, directing the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, District Attorney, City
Attorney, and Department of Public Health to explere the pessibility of creating a program to grow and

" distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elections 2002). Proposition $ passed with approximately
62% of the vote (San Francisco Public Library 2017).

In March 2005, the Board of Supervisors passed Qrdinance No. 64-05, “Zoning — Interim Maratotium on
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries” (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The ord.inance'expressed
concern over the significant increase in the number-of individuals enrolled in the city’s voluntary medical
cannabis identification program, “In 2002, there were approximately 2,200 individuals registered...and

3
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there are now over 5,000 or 7,000 individuals enrolled” (San Francisco Board of Supérvisors 2005). The
ordinance acknowledged that thate were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabls
dispensaries and therefore imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries.

On November 22, 2005, the Board of Supervisars unanimpusly passed Article 33 of the San Francisco
Health Code, which provides codes, rules; regulations, and operating procedures for medical cannabis
dispensarles {San Francisco Department of Public Health 2005). ‘

As of November 1, 2017, there were 46 licensed dispensaries in the City and County of San Francisco.
Though the Department of Public Health has historically been responsible for the dispensary parmitting

" process. Following the passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco’s “Budget and Appropriation Ordinance”
for the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 established the Office of Cannabis and tasked the Office with coordinating
various city departments and state agencles efforts to comprehensively regulate medical and adult-use
commercial cannabis activity in 2018,

* fll. Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program

The Catifornia{ Department of Public Health (CDPH) Medical Marijuané ldentification Card Program
(MMICP)* creates a State-authorized medical marijuana identification card (MMIC) along with a registry
database. for card holders {l.e. qualified patlents and primary caregivers). The card provides legal
justification for the possession and use of medical cannabis in California, but the card progr‘a‘m s
valuntary, meaning not evetyone wha uses cannabis for medical purposes is required ta obtain one.
individuals and/orprimary careglvers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through their county of
residency, and the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department manages
this process at the county level,

A, Application Process .

it Is important to note that the State program Is also confidential, meaning neither COPH nor SFDPH
retains any personal, demographic, or inedical (nformation of program applicants and/or card-holders.
" The identifying and medical information that applicants provide as part of the State application process is
retutned to the applicant at the time the card is Issued. The only information maintained at the county
- level are the unique identifier that the State assigns to every card holder and the qardfs exXpifation date.

,B. County-Level Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program Data
In terms of number of cards issued by county, a recéntly published California Department of Public Health
regort notes that, from July 2005 through September 2017 (see figure 1), the San Francisco Department
of Public Health issued 22,740 cards—one of the highest amounts acrass participating countles,. This is
not to say that there are curfently 22,740 patients using medical cannabis in San Francisco, as the card

1 See CDPH Medical Marijuana:Ideritification Card Program report, avallable at

https://www.cdpb.ca.gov/Programs/CHSI/COPH%20Document%20Library/MMPCounty%20Card%20Count%20Sep
tember%202017-18revADA.pdf,
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‘mustbe re-Issued on an annual basis. It is also important to note the fluctuation in number of card holders
over time, with 3,975 cards issued in fiscal year 2007, 1,638 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards In fiscal year
2016, and 580 cards In fiscal year 2017.

Figure 1. Number of MMIC Cards [ssued in San Francisco by Fiscal Year
Figure 1: Number OF MMIC Cards Issued IN San Francxsco County BY Fis caI.Year

3075

F¥ 2005~ FY 2006- FY 2007- FY 2008- FY 2009- FY 2010- FY 2011- £V 2012~ F¥ 2013~ FY 2014~ FY 2015~ FY 2016- FY 2017~
6 7 B 9 o U 12 13 14 15 186 17 18¥

*Fiscal Year 2017-18 reflects the number of caids issued through Septe.fnber 2017,

C. Medical Marijuana Identification Card Halder Data

As mentioned earller, the county dogs not retain general demographic information of applicants or card-
. holders. One. data point that is available to SFDPH is the number of card holdets that have requested a
card fee reduction as a Medi-Cal program beneficiary. Per State law, Medi-Cal beneficiaries receive a 50%
reduction in the fee for the.State identification card.? The current amount is X.

This informatien s useful because it provid‘es‘ insight Into affordability questions for medical cannabis
. patients in San Francisco, since the Medi-Cal program ‘serves low-income individuals and families. In
general, individuals and familles with annual incomes at ot below 138 percent of the Federal Poverty level
qualify for the program. Figure 2 below? provides more information about income levels at 138 percent
" of the Fedaral Poverty Level;

*The full fes for each card in San Franelsco-County s currently $100, with Medi-Cal beneficiary fee reduction
bringing the cast down to $50 dollars. See alsa California Health and Safety Code Section 11362.755.

3 California Department of Health Care Services website, avalilable at http://www.dhcs.ca,gov/services/medi-
cal/Pages/DoYouQualifyForMedi-Cal.aspx. '
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Figure 2. Cafifornia Medi-Cal Income Eligibility

Fariily Size 138% Poverty Level
1 16,395 '
2 23,108

2 Adults 22,108

3 27,821

4 33,534

5 | 39,248

6 . ' 44,961

7 50,688

8 56,429

k] 52,163

0. . 67,810
i1 73,651
12 - 79,392

Each Additional Person Add 5,741

Figure 3 below® shows the proportion of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee
reduction based on Medj-cal eligibility from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2017, The figure shows
that overthe past few fiscal years, over half of all card holders in San Francisco made such requests.

Figure 3. Proportion of MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medi-Cal Eligisility
FIGURE 3: PROPORTION OF MMIC CARD HOLDERS
REQUESTING FEE REDUCTION BASED ON MEDI-CAL
ELIGIBILITY

52%
53%

4%
43%

iettsd

FY 20812-13 . FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17

* SFDPH files.
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IV, Focus Giraup Narratives

A, Methodo!ogy

In order to provide the City's pollcymakers and the Office of Cannabis with a comprehensive view of the
médical cannabis cost and. affordabnh landscapes, the Department of. Public Health conducted three
separate focus groups where- discussions outlined concerns and participants put forth solutions to
alleviate those concerns. Where Individuals were unable to ‘participate in person, the Department
collected responses vig phone and email. Qver three focus group sessions, the Department interviewed
sixtean mdiwduals.

- The focus groups included rep: resentatives from the below stakehalder categ(;)rles, and Department of
Public Health staff strived for a balance of race, gendeér and sexual orientation within each focus group.

Medical cannabls patients

Medical cannabls patient advocates

Medical cannabis business owners — storefront and delivery only
Public pelicy experts '

® B @ %

As part.of the discussions, focus group participants also noted thelf experiences with homelessness, living
with HIV, behavioral health issues; living with a disability, and past military service. It Is also important to
note that many focus group participants felt they represented more than one category above.

Each focus group discussed the following questions: -

1 In your EXper:ence, how is the medical cannabls atient commumty reacting to State and ldcal
changes to thie medical cannabxs regulatory, framework?

2. What Is the general Teeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new
medical cannabis regulatory market? How dogs the addition of the adult use market factor into
theldiscuss,lori? B ‘

3. What is the general feellng amang patients about the State medical cannabls Identification
card? Do people generally know how to apply, whete to get it and thatthereisa fee assoclated
with obtainihg it?

4. Do you have ideas and suggestions about how the City could address coricerns yo Uve
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San
Francisco?

The following iiformation, in no particular ordey, Is a compilation of the main discussion polnts from all
focus groups, and where there was general consensus or agreement across focus groups, it is noted.
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B. Medjcal Cannabis Community Reagtions and Cancernis: Focus Group Responses

1. Inyour expérience, how is the medical cannabls patient community reacting to State and local
changesto the medical cariniabis regulatory framework?

2. What is the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis In the new regulatory
market? How does the-addition of the adult use market factor into the discussion?

Responses to the abave questions are noted below.

Preserving San Francisco’s Compasslonate Care Model, Focus group participants affirmed that patients
use cannabls as ah alternative to prescription drugs, a harm reduction tool, and as an important treatment
option for a wide variety of conditions, and that the State and City needed to appropnately recognize this
as a significant benefit to individuals with medical needs. Participants alsa noted that the current medical
cahnabis structtre and future adylt use systemnt would- riot have heen possible without the steadfast
dedicatjon of the curren“l: medical cannabis coammunity, and, for that reason, the City should.elevate those
needs.” :

With regard to the cuyrrent and future. landscapes, one participant noted that patients are currently
benefitting from an increase in avallable products as hew dispensarfes enter. the medical market and
lowered prices due to increased market competition, further nating that in the newly regulated market,
patients can also expect to benefit further from guidelines designed to make cannabis and cannabis
products safet. This participant stated that patlents they have encountered feel excited, but also
apprefiensive and uncertain about how the medical and adult use markets will affect one another and
how new regulations will affect the medical cannabis market, specifically. This Individual believed that
these feelings would remain uritil State and lacal medical and adult use legislation and regulations are
finglized, and that the longer that process takes, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will
expetience:

One overarching concern across focus groups was that current State law® does not allow for
¢ompassionate careto continue in San Francisco in the way that patlents have accessed it In the past,
“access it currently, and envisfon it for the future. Focus group members felt that if this issue is not
addressed, the City runs the risk of eliminating compassionate care altogether. One meeting participant
noted that, though the pending State medical and adult use cannabis regulatory systems should be
streamlined wherever passible for efficlency purposes, thls was an area where the adult use and medical
cannabis markets should differ significantly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were
as follows:

o Cost for Patients. Participants in each focus group highlighted the issue of cost for patlents in
- the newly regulated medical cannabis market, especially for low-income and indigent patients,
immobile patients, and those experiencing homelessness. To some participants, the cost of -

- % These concerns would also apply to ahy provisions within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the
relevant State law provisions. .

8

963




maedical cannabis 5 already at unaffardable levels for many, and patlents and patlent
advacates in each focus group were concerned about the abllity for them to access the market
in the face of new State and local regulations, where the regultato ty cast would likely be passed
on ta consumers. There was also concern about the added burden of State and (possible) local
taxation structures, According to some, patients generally prefer regulated, lab-tested medical
cannabls, but one sericus consequence of exorbitant taxes would be a proliferation of the illicit
market, Where medical cannabis would likely be cheaper, State law does exempt medical
cannabis patients with the aforementioned State-issued card-from State sales tax,® but there
"was consensus across focus groups that this exemption does not go far enough to reduce cost
. barriers for patients.

Prohibition against Satples, Free and Discounted Cannabis. State Law cutreritly prohibits the
glving:away of cannabls and cannabls products as part of a business promotion or commercial
activity.” This has been interpreted to disallow the giving of cannabis samples and
ca’nnabis/’i:arrmabisj products at discounted or ho cost to Individual consumers and/or other
businesses, which are current practu:es in San Francisco’s medical cannabis market,

- Participants across the focus groups were strongly opposed to these State law provisions since,
according to them, such practices are critical for maintainifig a functional compassionate care
program. For example; patients rely on samples to test products in hopes of finding one that
alleviates symptoms, and it would be cost-prohibitive for patients ta instead have to purchase
each item at full price at the outset.

Further, State law also requires that all cannahis and cannabls products be tagged with a
unigue Identifier, known as a “track and trace” system.® There was a concern that this could
conflick with any local policy-allowing for donatians er samples, sifice those cannabis items
would not be moving through the commercial system the way State law currently envisions,
For exaniple, same medical cannabis businesses currently receive anonymous cannabis and
- cannabls product donations that they then distribute to patients, and such a track and trace
system would deter those donors from continuling a practice that, in thelr view, facilitates
continued and affordable dccess for low-income patients:

Phased Elimination of the €ollective/Cooperative Model. In establishing a State-regulated
medical cannabls market, State law . also evéntually phases out the current
coﬂectlve/cooperative medical cannabis- model.? According to focus group participants, this
would ehmmate a critical - community-sharing element of San Francisco’s current
compasslonate care practlces :

5 The Adult Use of Marljuana Act - Proposition 64, Section 34011,

7 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26153

8 The Adult Use of Marijuana Act - Proposition 64, Section 26170,

9 Medical and Adult-Use Cannabls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 11362.775

5
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o * Product Type and Dosage. Inflexibility. Current State law limits-edible cannabis product THC
content to- 10 milligrams per serving size in both the medical and adult use markets,”® and
previously proposed State regulations™ limited the total THC amount per package to 100
milligrams, The proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-milligram THC limit on non-
edible cannabis products in both markets.® Focus group participarits identified two main
problems with this- approach. First, there Is often a need for patients to consume higher
dosages than individuals in the adult use matket because medical condition treatment plans
and cannabis nietabolism rates differ per individual, and, since State law does not currently
allow for patients to obtain carnabls at little to no cost, this limitation would require patients .
ta purchase multiple products to reach their required dosage levels, which is cost-prohihitive,
Second, some p,artlcipénts nated that the pending State cannabis regulations would likely limit
the types of edible cannabis products that can be produced, which they felt would provide
primarily for preservative-heavy and sugar-laden products; lead to high caloric intake among
patients if they must consume multiple servings, and create potential health issues as a result.

& Cannabis Licénse Fees. Some focus group participant's cited State and (possible) local cannabis
permit fees™ as a potential cost barrier for true compassionate care-businesses that wish to
continie providing canhabils and services to low-income patlents in San Francisco.

) ,Med'i.ctal Cannabls for Patients Under 18. State law currently prohibits the production of

' cannabls products that are considered appealing to children,™ Focus group participants noted
that some children who use medical cannabis would benefit from products that are designed
to make.cansumption palatable for them, : ‘

Lack of Dedicated Consumption Spaces for Patients. All focus groups noted that, for medical cannabls
patients, consuming. their medicine is often a soclal experience that Is important for the healing
process, and that there were not enough existing spaces in San Franclsco for this purpose..

Driving Under the Influence Deterriindtions. There was concern in one focis group about the process
the State and City will undertake in determining Whether an individual is driving under the influence. -
A process that corisiders anly whether THC Is present in the system, and not whether driving isactually

3

" Medicinal and Aduli-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c).
Y See California Department of Public Health Proposed Regutations Comment Summary and Response, avaflable at
hitps://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/OFDCS/COPH%Z0Document%20Library/Cannabis%20Comments%20{Fin
2l%200n%20CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf. :
12 e California Department of Public Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/COPHY%20Document%20Library/Cannabis%20Camments%20{Fin
21%200n%20CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf: .
18  ocal cannabls permit fees have not yet been determined, but focus group participants thought they would likely
be-a cost barrier once established; especially when eonsidered alongside a State llcense fee,
¥ Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 {c),
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impaired as.a result, will negatively affect patients, especially thcse who require rela’tl\/ely high THC
doses as part of their treatment plans. .

Safe Cansumptzon information for Patients. Meeting participants noted that safe consumption
infarmation currently varied across dispensaries, which could lead to misinformation and unsafe
patient consumption practices..

C. State'Medical Canrfabis_ Identiffcation Card — Focus Graup Responses

3. What is the general feelirig among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do people
generally-know how'to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated with obtaining it?

Responses tothe above ,qijesitfo'ns are nofed below,

There was general consensus across focus graups that many patients in San Franclsco are currently
unaware of the State. card program and/or how to ohtain a card. Participants noted that some -current
businesses were not appropriately applying the State sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients
who possess the ‘card, and that this would likely continue without widespread education abaut the
program for business owners, their employees and medical cannabis patients. One participant suggested
that the Health Department: lead this educational effort and increase accessibility by also educating
providers that do not commonly fhteract with medical cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with
pra;grarﬁ guidelines, and developing Informational materials for display at dispensaries and doctors’
offices.

with the onset of adult use commercial activity and consumption, there was a concern that medical-
cannabis patients may bypass the medical market and instead obtain cannabis in the adult use market -
due ~’to'pubne stigma. surrounding medical cannabis use, as well as misconceptions about the type of
information that Is stored within the medical cannabis identification program database and how that may
affect current/future-employment opportunities and the ability to purchase a firearm. ™

In contrast, one participant noté‘c}.that it was difficult to predict the effect of the adult use market on the

MMIC program, bqf suggested that increased taxation levels for medical cannabis and a possible lack of

san Francisco-Based adult use retallers in eatly January, 2018, may significantly increase State card

utilization. Othefs felt that adult use legalization and consumption would have a positive efféct on the’
medical market and card uttﬁzatlo’n slnce mare people would be comfortable with cannabis use in.
general

15 The Bureau of Aleshel, Tobaceo, Firearms and Explosives Issued a memorandum to all firearms licensees In 2011
clarifying that federal law prohibits unlawful users of controlled substances, as defined by the federal Controlled
Substances Act, from receiving or possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureal memorandum, available at
http: //71 11.3. 134/5hare/PDF/ATTOpenLetterOQZl11 pdf. .
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. ldeas-and- Sugge&tlons — Focus Group Responses:

4. Do you have ideas ard suggestions about how the City cou!d address the concerns you've
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassmnate care program bein San
Francisca?

Responses to the abéve questlons are noted helow.

City Advocacy-at-the State Leve| fo Preserve Current Compassronate Care Programs Each focus group
highlighted the rieed for the City to advocate at the State level to allow: ,
¢ . businesses to previde cannabis samples and cannabis free of charge and/or at a discounted
cost to medical cannabis patients 4
anonymos donatlons to campassionate care locations
businesses to produce high dosage products for medical cannabis patients

Focus grodp patticipants felt that sdch.admcacy would allow compassionate care to continue In the City
in its currerit form ‘

Establish o C!tywtde Compassionate Care Program. Within the context of the aforementioned State level

advocacy, focus group pammpams thought the City. could create a program with the following possible
‘ ‘characteristics:

Program.Eligibility Critetia. Using income as the overarching criterion, San Francisco residents with
medical cannablis need who are enrolled in Medi-Cal (or would qualify if they applied), low-income
senfors. (I.e. fridividuals over 50), immobile patients, and veterans would qualify for the City
_ program. To eapture as many-individuals as possible, the City could also consider enroliment in
pther existing programs serving low-income San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care
program eligibility. To limit the rik of federal intervention and adverse consequences for patients
Who receive federal assistance, the City could use the, current MMIC application process as a
tecord retention model. Focus. group participants also highlighted the importance of discretion
and preserving the conﬁdentuahty of those accessing the program.
-Program Elements. Facus groups put forth the following possibilities: -

" o Prograin partici‘pa-nts would be able to purchase medical cannabls and any medical
' cannabis product at cost of production.
o Program participants would be able to access current compassionate care services at
individual medical cannabis dispensaries, e.g. samples, cannahis and cannabis products at
_littie to no cost,
o San Francisco could create event permi’cs for compasszonate care events across the City,
where patients and businesses could provide samples, share cannabis and cannabis
products, and provide free or discounted cannabls to program participants.
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& San Francisco could allow current medical. cannabis collective/cooperative businesses to
continue their-operations as they currently exist.
o Any reduced cost policies the City establishesfor patients would also apply to adult use
cannabis and cannabis products,
‘o Some participants specifically referenced a 2007 San Francisco Boatd of Supetvisors
. resolution™ that ‘encouraged cannabis. dispensaries to establish compassionate care
programs, noting that it already includes many ptinciples that the City could codify
Citywide (e.g. prieritizing seniors and veterans). :

Citywidé. Compassionate Care Card, Separate from the State-issued rmedical cannabis
. Identification card, a county-based card could be issued to individuals who qualify for the
prograim, Saome focus group participants referenced a previous San Francisco county medical
cannabis identification Cafd’.prbg"fém that was deactivated with the establishment of the State-
issued card, suggesting that the City’s card program could be reactivated for this purpose. Focus
group members:alsofelt the card should be issued at little to no cost to program participants.

Program Funding Mechanisms, Focus group- participants suggested that a fund be-established to
suppott the City's Compassiofiaté Care program in whatever form(s) it eventually takes, Due to
the inability for many cannabis businesses to access banking services, it was advised that the City
create the fund-and that a stakeholder group that includes cannabis businesses oversee the fund’s
revenue allocatioh procéss. Some focus group participants suggested. that the fund also be used .
to subsidize-the licensing fees for compasslonate care businessesand/or the operating costs of a’
compassionate care cammunity center- suggested elsewhere in this repart. Focus groups
suggested three mainfunding mechanisms; -

Q  Round-Up Méchanism. At the point of sale in either the medical or adult use markets,
conistimers could choose to denate to the fund by “rounding up” the cost of their purchase.
For examplé, If a eonsumer purchased a canhabis product at 47 dollars, the total price
could be rounded. up to 50 dollars, with the remairiing three dollats doriated to the

© program.

o Business contributions. Under this model, cannabls businesses watild be required to set
aside a portion of their profits to fund the program, orthe City could instead make such
.contrlbutlons voluntary. Some participants preferred a voluntary option to a mandated
contrlbutlon

o . Business Program Start.Up Funds. Here, cannabis husinesses would veluntarily contribute
immediate funding for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for
continued funding after the initial contribution. '

1 See San Franelsco Boatd:of Supervisors 2007 Resolution urging Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to lmplement
. Compassionate Care Programs to Serve Low and No Incame Patients, avallable at,
http*f/sfbm or g/ftp}upfoadedf 1es/bdsupvrs/resolutlonso7/r0623 07.pdf.
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City Advocacy atthé State Level to Support Additional Compussionate Care Aspects. In the course of
discussion, focus group- participants highlighted other areas where advocaey would be needed to
further support compassionate.cére goals.

.o . Exempt Medical Cannabls Cultivators from Taxatfon, Accotding to some, establishing a tax
.exemption for medical cannabls cultivators would incentivize them to donate to
compassionate caré programs and increase cannabis availability for patients.

o Donate Seized Cannabls and Cannahbis Products to Compassionate Care Programs. When

_cahnahis is selzed as a result of law enforcément intervention, some focus group
- participants felt it should not be destroyed. Rather, It could be donated to the City's
compassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients.

. C}edte Cannabls Product Exemption for Children with Medical Cannabis Needs. The City
should allow carinabis products that may be appealing to children to be provided for those’
with medical need.

o ’Expand the types of cannahis products to include healthler options.

o Discourage the narrowing of qualifying conditions, The City should view individual

' interactions between patients and physicians as the primary mecharism for determlmng
whether medical cannabis use is watranted. :

o Createemployment protections for medical cannabis card holders and compassfonate care
pragram participants. - ’

“Establistia Municipal Growing Framiéwork. Somefocus group participants falt the City should consider
municipal cuftivation ds d way to provide cannahis at lower cost to patients. City voters passed

. Proposition S-1r12002;* which urged the Gity ta explare this option, and the aforementioned focus
group participants would support further discussion and aet.ion on this issue,

Create Additional Cansumpfidn Locations for Patients. Each focus group highlighted a need for

" additional medical cannabis consumption {i.e. smoking, vaping and product ingestion/use) locations
in the City, especially if federal law continues to prohibit consumption in public housing. Some
particigants advocéted for separate medical use consumption spaces to presetve a treatment-based
environment for pat[ants, addmg that: such spaces should not require a minimum purchase level in -
order to access the consumption area, Othets underscored the need for community centers where
patients can both consume thelr medicine and engage in harm reduction programs and activities,
stiggesting that the City reserve spaces in the City where such community centers can thrive and
subsidize operational costs for those centers.

¥ See Proposition'S language and ballot results at https://sfpl.ora/pdf/main/gic/electians/Novembers ZOOLgdf
and https://sfpl.ote/index.php?pp=2000027201&propid=1683.
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Priotitize Delivery Services. Formany immobile: patients, medical cannabis delivery setvices are critical
ahd should he pr'ior‘l.tiz_ed-wifthi'n the City’s cannabis regulatory framework.

Reinstate: Hiétor’ical ’Co'm;:}as'sibnate Care Locgtions. According to some focus group participants, a
number of compassionate care locations were closed in the past due to federal intervention or an
ina’b‘rl’it‘\f ta thrive within the City's-Medical Cannabis Act (Article 33) framework, Those participarits
felt the City should assist these businesses in re-establishing themselves in San Francisco in order to
strengthen the co,..passionate care netwaork.

Reduce Fee for State Medical Cahnabis Identification Card. To Increase affordability, the City should
. lowerthe curfent cost of the-State-issued medical cannabls identification card.

Establfsh'?’dtiéht }ldv”iséry Committee. The City should es’cabﬂsh an advisory committee, consisting
primarily of a diverse set of medical cannabis patients, and possibly businesses, to oversee the process
of establishing and mamtammg a compassionate care program.

[Education for Patients -and Recommending Phys.lc:ans. Safe- consumption infermation should be
distributed to patients, and this: information should be standardized across dispensaries and
compas;-sfénate ‘care locations I the City, Physiciars must also be properly educated about how to
provide cannabis recommendations that alléw dispensaries:to provide the correct cannabis treatment
options.

A Successful Compassiohate Care Frameworkm San Francrsco Focus Group Résponses
Focus groups also discussed the need to ehsure that San Francnsco s compassionate care framework is
successful, and made the following: suggestions for how success could be defined:

‘e Pgtients with Real Medical Need. are Able to Actess Cannabis at Affordatile Cost. Here, focus
group participants advised the City to establish a robust educational campaign for the
compassionate care prograny that uses a variety of communication outlets, including television,
radio, and newsprint, to promaote the pregram and ensyre that there Is widespread and far-
reaching patient participation. Participants also suggested that the City develop a survey that
would provide useful feqdback for the City as to medical cannalls accessibility; Finally, it was
suggested that the City consider mechamsms to prevent abuse of the program and hence ensure
that patients with actual need are ableto easly participate.

e Cannabis Businesses of Vatying Size gre Able to Participate in the Progrem. In this regard, one
participant encouraged‘ the City to consider the impact of any. compassionate care prog'i'a'm
requirements on businesses of varying s:ze and avoid creating a system that rewards non-
compllance or places an undue burden on smaller businesses that will find it more difficult to
absorb the cost of new State ahd local _medical canriabis business regulations, That individual
went on to note that estabhshmg a cpmpassionate care program would likely be an iterative
process, since-there is uncertainty at the moment about how the adult use market will fare in
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San Franclsce, s0'transparency-about the program and how businesses can comply will be critical,
especlal ly durmg thie-initt! Implementation perlod.

Some fotus group, partlc,lpants felt that the aforementiohed patient advisory committee could he tasked
with providing ongoing guidance to the Clty inthis area, |

V. Findings & Reaommendatmns .
Based on Focys Group:commients and concerns raised in the sessions by participants, the report finds
the following; and mikes asscc;ated recommendatlons.

Finding 1 - Contmu'ed Access to Medical Cannabis; The City has a long history of providing medical
cannabis to patients, and thisaccess to should cantinue in 2018 and beyond.

Recommendatlon*
A, The City should require:al| retaflersto malntain medical use as a condition of thetr permlt.
B. The City should further prioritize permit processing for medical only applicants.

Finding 2 ,-—(f,os};ﬁoncerns:"fhét‘e are concerns that patients, particularly low income and indigent
patients, will not be able to afford medical cannabis.

Recommendaﬂori‘ '

A. Compasslon programs should be fargeted ta fow income and Indigent populations, veterans
and patient papulations who can identify nead.

B. The City should retnain thoughtful about the tax.burden on the medical cannabis supply chain
and patient consumers when ctafting a local tax structure.

C. The City should ajlow samples In certain circumstances, to allow patient consumers 1o test
products hefore having to purchase products at full or reduced cost.

D. The City should advocate for dosage flexibllity far medical products at the State level if higher
dosage levels are not addiessed in emergency regulations this November,

Finding 3 — Clérity én& Advocacy for State Allowance of Compassion Programs: Stakeholders would like
the City to advocate for Campassion Programs that reflect San Francisco’s values.

Recommendationy
A. The City should advocate to the State to allow counties to maintaln compassion programs, and
provide clear regllations related to. compassion programs within the M-Type supply chain.

Finding 4 ~ Preservéti‘on of Compassiahate Care Madel: The compassfonate care model has provided
patients with access to medicinal cannabls, is an important harm reduction tool, and these programs.
should be maiftained.
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Recom mehdatlon:

A. Similar 1o the mandata passed unammously by the Board of Supetvisors in File No. 071505
(2007};* the City should create a compassjon program or allow for retailers to establish their
own corribaSsiqh'pfogra_m;.Descriptionsl of these progiams and how the program will meet track
and trace requirements should be detailed in their application for an Article 16 permit.

B. The City should consider the creation of nonptafit licenses for compassionate care programs in
2018. This could include contemplatirig a lower ficense fee. :

‘€. The City should allow for flexibility in.implementing a Compassian Program. An example of this
is the City:could creatéa Compassion Fund administered by the City. In lleuof creating an onsite
program, retailers could prowde a percentage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset
licensing fees forfuture nonproﬁt parmit pafmits and costs of products.

Finding 5 ~Detetrnine Ehgibmty‘ There is a need to create eligtbﬂ ty criteria that Is dxscrete and
confidentlal to ensure patient privacy. .

Recommenciatfon. )
A. The City should Ieverage shou!d !everage jts ex;stmg programs; such as the Medical Matijuana

1dent:f;catmn €ard (BMIC) program, as a pathway to a) determine eligibility and 2) provide a
method by which patients can prove their eligibility to retailers or potential nonprofits. This
resource should be provided.at little to no cost to the patient. ‘

Finding 6— Consurption Space; Consumption of medical cannahis can be a sotial experience,
therefore, patientswould like spaces to be provided that allow for social consumption.

Recommendation: ‘ .
A. The City should encourage the retention of existing Medicinal Cannabis Consumption Space.

B. The City. shau d disallow retailers from mandating a certain amount of product be purchased n
order to access the onslte smok:ng/VapIng/consumpﬂQn Jounge.

Finding 7 — Safe Cansumption Information;: Patient consumers would benefit from having access to
consistent édtication refated to safe consumption,

Recommendation: .
A. The Department of Public Health should create fact based information to ba provided to all
cohsumers including patients at the point of sale.

Finding 8— Advc»cacy for Patient Commumty The Ctty would benefit from contmued advice from
patients, patlent. advccates, -and businesses.

18 g4 Franicisco Board of Supsrvisors, File Ne. 071505, 2007.
http://sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/resolutions07/r0623-07.pdf.
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Recommendation: .

A. The.City should amend the Cannabis State Legahzation Task Force membership to ensure a
btoad set.of stakeholders representing patient advocacy are reflected in the makeup of the
bady, and can further infotm and advise future task force recommendations, notably about the
evolution of policy related to compassion programs. One of these members should have
experience in running a nan-profit compassion program.

Finding 9 — Data 8 Accountability: The City needs to gather data and report out on it regularly to
ensure we are jtérating our policies and meeting our goals.

Recommendation: . A

A. The Office of Cannabis and the. Health Department should continue to monitor the effects of
cannable legalization on medical cannabis-use In San Francisco.

‘B, Data colléction should he consistent with- patlent privacy guidelings, and should be incorporated
nto the Office of Cannabis’ overall data management strategy.

C. -The Office of Cannabils In collaboration with the Department of Public Health should provide a
repart and recommendatlons Yo-further inform the City’s path forward with medical cannabis by
Deceniber 31 2018.

18
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l. Executive Summarv

On September §, 2017, theBoard of Supetvisors unammously passed Ordinance No. 170859 creating the
Office of .Cannabis, and defining the Office’s responsiblhtleg. Within the ordinance, the Board of
Supervisors requested that the Office of Cannabis, the Department.of Public Health and the Controller’s
" Office deliver to them and the Mayor no later than November 1, 2017, a report analyzing the unique needs
of individuals who use cannabis for medicinal purposes and providing recommendations regarding policy
options that would (A)'A preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabls patients, (B) ensure
medical cannabis patients contihue to tecéive high-quality, appropriate care and (C) providing
uninterrup‘ced’acc,ess fo medi‘cgl.cannabfs patients.

Thls repert studies the current state of medical access in.San Francisco, provides hackground on the
Medlcal Marljuania Identifieation Card Program and known characteristics of the card holder community,
.and provides féedback given ta the City through focus graups hosted by the Department of Public Heal’ch
Finally, the repcrt makes various remmmendatlons for the City’s consideration.

1. Introduction

California Medical Cannabis Pd{it:y

Ih 1996, California became the fifst state in the U.S.to legalize medical canpabis. Legalization resulted
from passage csfvPrqpa‘sitioﬁ 245, the Compassionate Use Aét, which was incorporated into California’s
Health and Sefety Code (Sec. 11362.5). 1ts'purpose Was 1o a) ensure that seriously ill Californians have the
right to obtain and use méﬁj‘ua'na for medical purposes where the medical use is deemed appropriate and
has been recommended by.a physician who has detérmiited that the person's health would benefit from
the use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucama,
arthritis, migraine, or any other illness far which marijuana provides rellef; and b) ensure that patients
and thelr priiary caregivers. who obtain and. use marljuana for medical purposes upon the
recommendat{on ofa physlcian are. not subject to crirminal prosecution or sanction.

. Senate Bﬂf 420 fo.!lowed' almost o decade-later to pres'cribe‘ personal cultivation and possessian limits and
establish the nght of qualified patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful
_cultivationand dlstnbutxon of cannabls among members. These Taivs allowed for medical cannabls access

~ and created city and county-based systems across the State.

Between 2003 and 'Z-‘OELS‘, the commercial cahnabis industry grew with few rules and regu!ations, It wasn't
until 2015 anhid the passage-of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established
a legal framewaork to regulate and monitor marljuana dispensaries ("AB-243, Medical Marijuana” 2015),
Originally set t6 take effect on January 1, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation and-Safety Act was
amended via the Medigal Cannabis Regulation and.Safety Act in June 2016, This updated piece of
legislature aimed to incorporate stronget environmental protection policies within a camprehensive
licensing systern (“5B-643, Medical Marijuana” 2016).
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On November 8, 2018, California voters passed Propositien 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA),
legalizing the distribution, sale, and possession of ‘marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medical
Marijuana Régula,tioh’ and Safety Act (MIVMIRSA) of 2015. In 2017, California sought to create one regulatory
system for both medical and recreational use. Thetefore, this last June, Governor Jerry Brown signed the
Mediirial, and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) into law, reconciling the
differences betw&én AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a crucial step towards developing a regulatory
frameworlto facilitate a far-profit cannabis sector for both medicinal and adult-use.

SanFrancisco -

1 1991, San rrant:xsco voters passed Propositlon P, Hemp Medication, whxch asked whether or not San
Francisco would récommend that the State of California and the California Medical Assodlation restote
"hemp medical preparations” t_é Californla’s official list of medicines (Office of the Registrar of Voters
1991). There were thiee pald a}gumen’ts in the ballot in favor of Proposition P, which provided quates
from physiclans and citéd scientific institutions In arguing for caninabis’ medical benefits (Office of the
Registrar of Voters 1991). Votets approved the propos:tlon with nearly 80% of the vote (San Francisco
Public lerary 2017)

in 1998, San F‘!ﬁanci,s‘_,to‘.s Health Commission adopted Reselution No. 29-99, “Supporting the Development
and lmptemant'afc]oni of a Voluyntary Medical Cannabis [dentification Card Program” (San Francisco
Departrent of Publié¢ Health 2000). This resolution.supported the development of an identification-card

+ program for medical cannabis for Individuals who qualified under the Compassichate Use Act as patients

or primatyr.carggi\)'ers. Ii 2000, the Board of Supervisors formally created San Francisco’s current
identification program for medical marljiana (San Fraticlsco Department of Public Health 2000).

On Deceimber3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 010;006" declaring San Francisco to
he 4 ”Sanctuary for Medica! Cannabls (San Fransisco Board of Supervisors 2005). They also urgad
Call forma law. enfarcement and regulatory agencles to avoid harassing, arresting and prosecuting
thSlCIanS, dis_pen;anes, patxents of careglvers who.complied with the Compassionate Use Act.

In 2002, the Board of Supervisors placed Proposition S, titled “Medical Ma'rijuana," on the ballot, The

proposition was a declaration of palicy, directing the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, District Attorney, City
Attorney, and Department &f Public Health to explore the possibility of creating a program to grow and
distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elections. 2002). Proposition S passed with’ approxnmately.
62% of the vote (San Francisco Public Library 2017}, '

In March 2005, t_h'e Bbar.d' of Sur")er\(isors passed Ordinance No. 64-05, “Zoning — Interim Moratorium on
Medical Cannabls Dispensaries” (San Francisco Board of Supetvisors 2005). The ordinance expressed
concern over the significant increase in the number of individuals enrolled in the city’s volintary medical
cannabis Identificatioh program, “In 2002, there were approximately 2,200 individuals registered...and

3
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there ate now over 5,000 or 7,000 individuals enrolled” {San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The
- ordinance acknowledged that there were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabis
dispensarles and therefore imposed a moratorfum on new clubs and dispensaries.

On November 22, 2005, the Board of Supervisors uhanimously passed Article 33 of the San Francisca
Health Code, which providas codes, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medical cannabis
dispensaries (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2005).

As of November 1, 2017, there were 46 licensed dispensaries in the City and County of San Francisco.
Though the Department of Public Health has historically been respensible for the dispensary permitting
process, Following the: passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco’s “Budget and Appropriation Ordinance”
for the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 established t‘he Office of Catinabls and tasked the Office with coordinating
vafious city departments and state agenmes afforts to comprehensively regulate medical and adultwuse
cammercial cannahls actmty i'2018, :

ut, Medical Man}uana ldentlflcatlon Card Program

The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Medical Marljuana Identification Card Program
{MMIcRy* cregtes a'State-alithoiized medical marijuana identification card (MMIC) along with a registry
database for- card holders (i.e. qualified- patients and primary caregivers). The card provides legal
justification for the possession and use of medical cannabls in California, but the card program is
valuntary, rieaning nat everyone wha uses cannabls for medical purposes is.required to obfain one.
Individuals and/or primary.caregivers wishing ta apply for a State card must do so through their county of
residency, émj the San Frandisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department rmanages
this process at the coun“t’y level. ' :

A, Applicatiqn Pmcess

it is lmpartant to note that the State program is also conﬁden’ual meanmg neither CDPH tior SFDPH
retains ahy perscnaf demographic, or medical information of program applicants and/or card-holders..
The ldentlfymg and medical information that applicants provide as part of the State application process is
returned to the applicant at. the time the card is issued. The only information maintained at the county
level are the unique identifier that the State assigns to every card holdar and the rard’s expiration date,

B. County-Level Médl‘cal Marijuana Identification.Card Program Data

In terms of riumber of cards isstied by county, a recently published California Department of Public Health
report notes that, from July 2005 through Septembier 2017 (see figure 1), the San Francisco Department
of Public Health issued 22,740 cards—one of the highest amounts across participating counties, This is
not to say that there afe currently 22,740 patienté using medical cannabis in San Francisco, as the card

*:5ee CDPH Medical Marijuana |dentification Card Program report, available at

https://www.cdph.ca gov/Programs/CHSI/CDPH%ZODocument%ZOLlhrarv/MMPCountv%ZOCard%zOCount%ZOSep
tember%202017 18revADApdf,

8717




must be re-lssled on an annual basis. it isalso important to note the fluctuation in number of card holders
over time; with 3,975 cards issued in fiscal year 2007, 1,688 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year
2016,'and 580 cards in fiscal yeat 2017.

Figure 1. Number of NIVIC Cards Issued In San Francisco by Fiscal Year
Figure 11 Number OF MMIC Cards Issued IN San Francisco County BY Fiscal Year

D 3975

FY 2005~ FY 2006~ FY 2007- FY 2008- FY 200%- FY ZQ10- FY 2011~ FY 2012- FY 2013- FY 2014- FY 2015- FY 2016~ FY 2017-
6 7 8 9 10 - 11 12 13 14 15 i6 17 18*

*Fiscal Yeaf 2017-18 reflects the number of cards issued through September 2017

C, Medical Manjuana ldent:ﬁcatlon Card Holder Data

As mentioned eatlier, the county does not: retain general demographic information of applicants or card-
holders. One data point-that:s available-to SFDPH is the number of card holders that have requested a
card fee reduction as @ Medi-Cal program beneflclary. PerState law, Medi-Cal beneficlaties receive a 50%
reduction in the fee for thé.Sjtatje identification card2 The current amount Is X.

This information is useful hecause it provides Insight into affordability questions for medical cannabis
patients in San.Francisco, since:the Medi-Cal program serves low-income individuals and families. In
general, individuals and families with annual Incomes at or below 138 percent of the Federal Poverty fevel
qualify for thé program. Figre 2 below3 provides more Information about income levels at 138 percent
pf the Federal Poverty Level. .

2The full fee for sach’ card in San Franclsco Countv 3 ﬁurrently $100 with Medi«Cal beneﬂciary fee reduction
3 Cahforma Departrﬁent of Health Care Servlces webslte, avaﬂab!e at http //www dhcs ca. gov/serv!ces/medi-
cal/Pages/DoYouQualifyForMedi-Cal.aspx.
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Figure 2. California Medi-Cal Income Eligibility

| Familly'Size 138% Poverty Level
i ‘ 16,395
2 22,108
2 Aduls 22,108
3 : 27,821
I3 33,534
5 39,248
6 44,981
7 - 50,688
g ‘ 56,429
g 62,169
10 j 67,910
1 . 73,651
12 79,392
Each Additional Person | Add 5,741

Figure 3 beio(r(’ shows t'h;sffpréporftioh of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee
reduction. based on Medi-cal eligibility from-fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2017, The figure shows
that aver the past few fiscal years, over half of aJl card holders in San Francisco made such requests.

Figure 3. Propor'tlo.niof MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medi-Cal Eligthility

FIGURE 3: PROPORTION OF MMIC CARD HOLDERS
REQUESTING FEE REDUCTION BASED ON MEDI-CAL
: ELIGIBILITY :

53%

N4
g
']

FY'2042-13 FY 2014-15 -FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17

"4 SFDPH files:
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IV. Focus Group Narratives -

A, Methodology

In order to provide the City’s pohcymakers and the Ofﬁce of Canhabis with a comprehensive view of the

madical cannabis_cost and affordabllity landscapes, the Departtent of Public Health conducted three
~ separate focus groups where discussions outlined concerns and patticipants put forth solutions to

alleviate those concerns. Where Individuals were unable to participate in person, the Department

collected responses Via phone and email. Over three focus group sessions, the Department mtervnewed

sixteen mdxvnduals

The focus grm,(ps' 'ihcluded rebresenta'tives from the below stakeholder categories, and Department of
Public Health staff strived for a balance of race, gender ahd sexual orienigtion vvtthln each focus group.

pq"oo

Medical cannab!s patlents

- Medical canndbis patient-advocates

Medical cannabis business owners —starefront and delivery only
Pubhc pohcy experts

As part of the discussions, fb:(;us group participants alsd notéd their expariences with homelessness, living
withi HIV, behavioral hgaltﬁ_'i:ésue‘s; living'with a disability, atid past military'service. It is-also important to
note that many focis group participants felt they represented more than one category ahove.

Each focus group discussed the following questions:

1.

In.your experience, how is the medical cannabis patient community reacting to State and local

* chahges to the medical c;annabls regulatory framework?

Whiat is'the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new
medical cannabls. regulatory market? How does the addition ofthe adult use market factor into

‘the discussion?

What Is thie gerreral feelmg among patients-about the State medical cannahls tdentification

. ca rd? Do people generally know how to apply, where to get it and that thereis a fee associated

with obtammg it? .

Do you have ideas‘and suggestionsabout how the City could gddress concerns you ve
mentiohed? For. example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program bei in San
Frangisca? ' :

Thie following. i.nﬁ‘i'r.maiicn,"in";nqi parficular drder, isa compilation of the main discussion points frori all
focys groups, and-where there was general consensus or agreement across focus groups, it is noted,

980



B. Medical Cannabis Community Reactions and Coneerps: Focus Group Respanseé

1. ln"your experience, how Is the medical cannabls patient community reacting to State and local
changes to the medical cannabis regulatory framework?

2. What is the general fealing among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new regulatory
market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into the discussion?

Responses to the above questions ate noted below.

-Preserving San Francisco’s Compassionate Care Model, Focus group patticipants affirmed that patients

use cannabis.asdn alternative to prescription drugs, a harm reduction tool, and as an important treatment
optionfor a wide variety of-cnndittqns, and that the State and City needed to appropriately recognize this
as a significant benefit to.individuals with medical needs, Participants also noted that the current medical
cannabis structure and futire adult use system would not have been possible without the steadfast
dedication.of the cutrent medlcal cannabis community, and for that reasan, the City should elevate those
reeds, :

With regai’d’ to the current.and future landscapes, one participant noted that patients are currently
henefitting from an increase in available products as new dispensaries enter the medical market and
lowered prices due to Thcrégsed market compétition, further noting that in the newly regulated market,
-patients can“also expect o benefit further from guldelines designed to make cannabis and cannabis
products safef. This particlpant stated that patients they have encountered feel excited, but also
apprehensivé and uncertain about how the medical-and adult use markets will affect one another and
how new regulatjons will affect the medical cannabis market, specifically. This individual believed that
these feelings would remiali until- State and local medical-and adult use legisfation and regulations are
finalized, and .that the longer that process takes, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will
expetience, . '

One averarching concerh across focus groups was that current State law® does not allow for
compassionate care to continue in San Francisco in-the way that patients have accessed it in the past,
access it currently, and ‘envision it for the future. Focus group members felt that iF this issue Is not
addressed, the City rins the risk of eliminating compassionate caré altogether, One meeting participant
noted that, though the pending Staté miedical and adult use canhabls regulatory systems should be
streamlined whetever possible for efficlency purposes, this was.an area where the adult use and medical
cannhahis markets should differ sigfitficantly. Underlying concerns stemmlng from these statements were
as follows:

. . Cost for Patients. Participants in each focys group highlighted the issue of cost for patients in
‘the newly regulated medical cannabis market, especfally for low-income and indigent patients,
immobile patiehts, and those experiencing hamelessness. To some participants, the cost of

5 These concerns would alsa.apply to any provisions within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the
relevant State Jaw provisions.
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. medical cannabis is ‘already at unaffordable levels for many, and patients and. patient

advocates.in each focus group were concerned abeut the abllity for themto access the market
in the face of new State and local regulations, where the regulatory cost would likely be passed
on to consumers. There was alsa concern about the added burden of State and {possible) local
taxation structures. According to some, patients generally prefer regulatéd, lab-tested medical
cannabis, but onesetious consequence of exorbitanttaxes would be a proliferation of the illicit,

- market, where medical eannabis would likely be cheaper. State lgw. does exempt medical
cannabis patients with the aforementioned State-Issued card from State sales tax,® but there

wais Cohsensus across focus groups tht this exemption does not go far enough to reduce:cost
barriers for patiefnts,

Prohibition aga:‘nst‘s'crmplé's, Free andD'iscduhted‘ Cannabis. State Law currently prohibits the

glving away of can’nabls and cannabis products gs part of & busihess proimotion or commercial

actlvity. This has been mterpreted to- dlsallow the gwing of cannabls samples and
'cannabls/cannabls products at discourited c or na cost to fnidivid

busiiesses, ‘which are- ‘ciirrent practicés in San Francnsco s medical cannabls market,
Participants across-the focus groups were strongly opposed to these State law provisions since,
accerdihgto therp; such prar:tlces dre. critical for maintaining-a functional compassionate care
progtam, For example, patlgnfs rely on samples 16 test products in hopes of fifiding one that,
all evrates symptoms, and it would be COSt‘-pI’Ohlbltlve for patients to instead have to purchase
each ltem a'c fufl: prrce 4t the outset

Fuffher; State lawva'lse requires that all cannabis -and cannabls. praducts be tagged with a
uriigjtie identi‘f‘ier,kndng as a “track and trace” s,-ystgm.B There was a concern that this could
conflict with any loeal palicy allowing for donations or samples, since thase cannabis items

‘would not be moving through the commerclal system the way State-Jaw currently envisions,

For exdmple, some medjcal cannabls busmes,ses cuirently receive anonymous cafinabls and
cannabis product. donations that they then distribute to patients, and such a track and trace
system would detér those donars from contmumg a practice that, in their view, facilitates .
continted and af“fordable access for Jowsincome patients.

. ph»gsgdgE{‘ihfiinat'ian ~of the .ﬁaflectiVe/Cioop&rative Model, In establishing a State-regulated

medical - cannabls. market, State law also eventually phases out the current

* collective/cooperative medical cannabls. model.® According to focus group participants, this

would eliminate 4. critical commumty—sh’armg element of San Francjsco’s current
compassxonate care practices,

5 The Adult Use of Marijuana Act 'Pm‘p'oslﬁcn 64, Sectfon 84011,

7 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannahls Regulation and Safety Agt (MAUCRSA) Section 26153,

8 The Adult Use of Marijuana Act — Propbsition 64, Settion 26270,

? Medical and-Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUERSA} Section 11362.775

8
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o Product Type and Dosage Inflexibillty. Cutrent State law. limits edible cannabis product THC
content ta 10 milligrams per serving size In hoth the medical and adult use markets,“’ and
previously proposed State regulations® imlted the total THC amount per package to 100
millizrams, The proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-milligram THC limit on non-
edible cannabis prodysts In both markets.? Fotus group participants identified two main
probléms with this approach, First, there 15 often a need for patlents to eonsume higher
dosages than individuals i the adult use market because medical condition treatment plans
and carinabis metabolisnirates differ per Individual; and, since State law does not currently
allow for patients fo-obtairi cannabis at little to.no cost, this limitation would require patents

" to purchase multfple prodiscts to reach their required dosage levels, which is cost-prohibitive.
Second some patticipants noted that the pending State cannabis regulations would likely limit
the. types of edible cannabis products that can he produced, which they felt would provide
prlmaniy for preservative-heavy and sugar-laden products, lead to high caloric intake among -
patients if they must coiisume multiple servings, and create potential health issues as a result.

.. Canqébis License Fees. Some focus group participants cited State and (possible) local cannabis
permit fees® @s a potential cost harrier for true compassionate care businesses that wish to
continue pr’@vidi‘ng cannakls and services to low-income patients in San Francisco.

» Medicaf Carinabis for Patlents Under 18. State law cutrently prohibits the production of
eannabis products that are considered appealing to children.® Focus group participants noted
that some children who use medical cannabis would benefit from products that are designed
to make consumption palatable for them.

Lack of Dedicated Constimption Spaces for Patients, All focys.groups noted that, for medical cannabis
.pattents, copsuming thteir ‘medicine Js often a social experience that is important for the healing
. p‘rf.ocess,.,and that there were not enough existing spaces in San Francisco for this purpose.

Driving Uhdé,ﬁ the Influence Detarminations, There was cancern in one focus group about the process
the State and City will undeftake in determining whether an individual Is driving under the influence.
A process that-considers only Whether THC is present in the system, and not whether driving s actually

19 Nedicinaland-Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c).
W gee Californta Department of Public Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Responss, available at
bitps:/fwww.cdoh.ca. gov/Plograms/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20DocumentA:ZOL\brary/Cannabxs%ZOComments%ZO( Fin
al%ZOon%ZOCDPH%ZOLetterheadLDdf ‘
12 see Callfornia Department of Pu Bllc Health Proposed Regulations Camment Summary and Response, avallable at
https://www.cdph.ca. gov/Programs/CEH/DFDCS/COPH%20Dacument%20Library/Cannabis%20Cotmments%20(Fin
ai%ZDon%ZDCDPH%ZOLetterhead) ndf.
8 | ocal cannabis permit fees have not yet been determined, but focus group participants thought they would lkely
be a cost barrler once established, especially when considered alongside a State license fee.
* nedicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis. Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 {c),
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inj‘paire_d 3s-a result; will s.negati,vlely.affect patients;, especially those who require relatively high THC
doses as part of their treatmeht plans.

Safe Consumption Information for -Patlents. Meeting participants noted that safe constmption
information, currently varied across dispensaries, which could lead to misinformatlon and unsafe
pa’uent cansumpmon pract[ces

C. State Medica) Cannabis ldentification Card —Focus Group Responses

3. Whatis the general feeling among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do people
genetally know how:ta apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated with obtaining it?

Responses to thedbove questions arenoted below: -

There was general cohsenstis ‘across focus groups that many patients jn San Francisco are currently
uriaware of the State card program and/or how to obtain a card. Participants noted that some current
businesses were: nb't apprdpriately applying the State sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients
who. possess ‘the ¢ard, and. that this would likely continue without widespread education about the
program for husinéss. owners, their employees and medical cannabis patients. One partjcipant suggested
that ‘the Health " Department lead this educational effort and increase accessibility by also educating
providers that'do ot commonly interact with medical canhabis patients and may be unfamiliar with
program gmdehnes, and develop ng mformatmnai mateifals for display at dispensanes and doctats’
offices,

With the opset of adult use commercial activity and cohsumption, there was a concern that medical
cannabis patlerifs may hypass the medical market and instead obtain.cannabis in the adult use market
due to public stigma surrounding medical cannabls. use, as well as misconceptions about the type of
infoririation that Is storéd within the medical cannabis identification-program database and how that may
affect current/future employment oppertumtles and the ability to purchase a firearm,**

In contrast, one. parttc.!pant noted that It was difficult to predict the effect of the adilt use market on the
MMIC program, but suggested that increased taxation levels for medical cannabis and a possible lack of
San Franmsnmbased adult use retallers in early lanuary, 2018, may significantly increase State card
utilization, Others felt that adult use legalization and consumption would have a positive effect on the
medical .market ;and ‘card Utilization, slhce more people ‘would be comfortable with cannabis use in
general, :

15 The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacea, Firearms and Explosives issued a memorandum to all firearms licensees in 2011
clarifying that federal law prohibits unlawful users of gontrolled substances, as defined by thefederal Controlled
Substaneas Act; from recelving ar possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureay memotandum, avallable at
http://71.31.3. 13fz/share/PDF/ATFGpenLeuerogznl pdf, :

11

984




D. Ideas ahd'Suggesfjnns ~ Focus Group Responses

4. Doyou have ideas anid 'SUg'gest'IO'ns about how the City could address the concerns you've
mentioned? Far eXample, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San
Francisco?,

Résponses to-thie above quéstions are noted beloiw,

Cityr Adx}ocaéy at thE'Sfafe Level to. Preserve Current Compassionate. Care Programs. Each focus group
highlighted the need for the City 1o advocate at the State level to allow:
¢ businesses to- pmvxde cahnabis samples and cannabis free of charge and/or at a discounted
cost to medical cannabls patlents
¢ anonymous donations to compassionate care locations
. bu*si‘nesses.ta pfoduce’ h‘fgh do’sage produicts for medical cannabls patients

Focus grOUp particxpants felt that such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue in the Cuty
inits cufrent. form. o

Establish g Citywide Compassionate Care Program. Within the context of the aforementioned State level

advocacy, focus: group participants thought the City could create a program with the following possible
characterlstlcsq

Program Eligibility:-Criteria, Using income asthe overarching crxterton, San.Francisco residents with
medical canriabis negd Whoate énrolled in Medi-Cal (erwould qualify If they applied), low-income
senfors (l.e. tndividuals.over 50}, immobile patferits, and veterans would qualify for the City
‘program. To capturé as many individuals as possible, the City could also consider enroliment in
dther existing programs setving low-income San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care
program eligibility. To limit the risk of federal intervention and adverse consequences for patients
who recelve federal assistance, the City could use the curréent MMIC application process as a
record retention model, Focus groun participants also highlighted the importance of discretion
and preserving the confidentiality of those accessing the program,

Program Elements. Focus groups put forth the follawmg possxbxhtles:

o Program partnclpants would be able to:purchase medical cannabis and any medical
-cannabis product 4t cost of production.

o Prograf participants would be' able to access current commpassionate care services at
individual medical cannabis dispensatles; e.g. samples, cannabls and cannabis products at
little ta no cost, '

@ . SarrFrancisco could create event perfnits for compassionate care events across the City,
where patients and businesses could, provide samples,. share cannabis and cannabls
products, ahd ptovide free or discounted cannabis to program pariicipants. .
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Q- -San Fraricis'co’ could allow current medical cannabis ‘collective/cooperative businesses to
continue theiropatations as they curratitly exist,
o Any reduced cost policies the Cty establishes for patients would also apply to adult use
- cannabts and cannab Is. produnts,
‘resolutxon“ tﬁat encouraged cannabis dispensarses to establish compassmnate care
programs! noting that it already includes many principles that the C.ty could codify
CItyw;de (e.g. priormz ng seniors and veterans). g

Citywide Compass;onate,‘ Gare ‘Card, Separate from' the State-lssued medical cannabis
identification card, a county~baséd card’ could be issued to individuals who .qualify for the
program, Some focus group particlpants referenced a previous- San Frahcisco county medical
cannabis identification éard program that was deactivated with the establishment of the State-
issued‘card,'sqggesti'ng"that the City's card program could be reactivated for this purpose, Focus
grgupfmeiﬁbers also felt the card should be issued at little to no cost to program participants.

Program Funding Mechanisms, Focus group participants suggested that a fund be-established to
support tbe Glty's Compassionate Care program in whateverform{s) it eventually takes. Due to
“the inabllity for many cannabls. businessesito access banking services, it was advised that the City
createthe fund and thata stakeholder group, that includes cannabls businesses overses the fund’s
“revenue allocatior proegss. Sema focts group participants suggested that the fund dlso be used
- to subsidize the licensing fees for compassionate care businesses and/or the operating costs of a
‘ ‘compasssonate Gare’ communlty center ‘suggested elsewhere In this report. Focus groups
'suggested three main funding mecha‘msms

.0 Rguna’—Up Mechamsm At the paint of sale In either the medical or adult use markets,
consumers could.choose to donate to the fund by “rounding up” the cost of thelr purchase.
Fpr‘e;{am,pl.e,' If a consumer purchased a cannabis product at 47 dollars, the total price
cotild -be rounded up 10.50 dollars, with the remaining three dollars donated to the
program. B

o -Business. contrlbutrcns‘ Under this model, cannabis businesses would be required to set

_aside a portion of then’ profits to'fund the’ program, ‘or the City could instead make such
.contributions voluntary. Some: partlcipants preferred a valuntary option to a mandated
‘ cantr{butloh

o . Busfness Pragram Stgrt Up Funds. Hete, cannabis businesses wauld voluntatily contribute

imm.edgate funding for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for
“continued funding after the initfal contribution.

18 Sei San Francisco’ Board of Supervisors 2007 Resoltition urging Medical Cannabls Dispensaries to Implement
Corppassionate Care Programs to Serve Low and No Income Patients, available at
http://sfbos. org/ftp/upfoadedﬂles[bdsupvrs/resoIutmnsO?/r0623 07.pdf.
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City Advigeacy atthe State Level to-Support Additional Compassionate Care Aspects. In the course of
discussion, fotus. group. participants highlighted other areas where advocacy would be heeded to
further support compassionate care goals,

o Exempt Medical Cannabis Cultivators from Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax
' exemptlon for miedical cannabls cultivators would incentivize them to donate to
: c:ompassronate caré programs-and increase cannabis availability for patients.
o Donate Seized Cannabis and Canndbls Products to Compassionate Care Programs. When
‘ cahnabis Is selzed as a result of law enforcement ihtervention, some focus group
péfticipanis felt; it should not' be destroyed. Rather, it could be danated to the Clty's
. . goinpassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients.

o Cregte Carinabfs Product Exemption for Children with Medieal Cannabis Needs. T he City
shouid allow cannabls products that may be-appealing to children to be provided for those
w1th mequl need. ‘

o 'Expand the types-of cannabls products to include healthier options,

‘o Discourage the narrowing of qualifying conditions. The City should view individual
intersctions between patients and physiclans as the primary méchanism for determining
whether medical cannabls use is warrantéd. '

o Crente employrient pratections for medical cannabis card helders and compasslonate-care

| prograim partiéipants. ' '

Establish a Mﬁnidpal’G%owiﬁg.Fr&mework-. Somefocus group participants felt the City should consider
municipal cultivation as a way to provide cannabis at lower cost to patients. City voters passed
Proposition.$-In 2002, which urged the City to explore this option, and the aforementioned focus
gr‘oup participants W'o-md suppdrtfurther discussion and action on this issue,

‘Create Addjtlonal Consumptwn Locaticms for Patients, Each focus group highlighted a need for
additsonal mednca! cannabts cahsumption (i.e. smoking, vaping and product ingestion/use) locations
in the (;tty, ‘especially if federal Jaw- continues to prohibit consumption in public housing. Some
participants gdvocated for separate medical use 'consumb'cion spaces to presetve.a treatment-hased.
environment for patients, adding that such spaces should nat require a rilnimum purchase level in
order to: gecess the consumption area. Others underscored the need for community. centers where
patients can hoth consume' their medicine and engage in harm reduction programs and activities,
suggesting that the City reserve spaces in the City Where such community centers can thrive and
subsidize operatiotial costé-for those centers.

17 See-Proposition § language-and:ballot results at https://sfpl.org/pdf/ mairn/gic/elections/November5 2002.pdf
and htfi:s:[/sfpI.drg[index.php?ppg2000027201&propid=1683.
: - 5 ! "
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Prioritize. Dellvery Servlces For mamny- Immob!!e patlents, medieal cannabls dellvery services are critical
and should: be prioritizad within:the City's cannabis regulatory frarmework,

. Reinstate f;{is-ian‘ca‘l Conipassionate Care Lotations. According to same focus group participants, &
number of compassiofiate caré locatioris were closed in the past-due to federal intervention or an
inability fo thrive within the City's Medical Cannabis Act (Article 33) framework. Those participants
felt the City should assist'these Busihesses in re-establishing themselves in San Francisco in order to
strengthen thie sompassionate caré network, :

Reduce'[-‘ee forfs.taté Médi'ca-i«:Cannabis ldentification Card. To Increase affordability, the City should
lower the cutrent cost of the State-issued medical caniabis identification card,

Establish Pdtient Advisory Catnmittee. The City should establish an advisory cormittee, consisting
primarily of a diverse set of medical cannabis patients, and pessibly busmesses o oversee the process
of estabhshing and mamtainmga compassionate care progrand.

Educatien for- Patients -and Recommending Phy‘s‘:'c:uns. Safe co'nsumption information should be
distributed to patlents, and this. information should be standardized across dispensaries and
compassionate care: focations in: the Clty. Physicians most also be properly educated about how to
provide cannabis recommendatlons that allevy dispensariesto provide the cofrect cannabis treatment
optlons

A Successful Comipassionate Caré Framework in San Francisco ~ Focus.Group Responses
Focus groups alsa discussed the-need t6 ensure that-San Francisco’s cofmpassionate care framework is
successfut and made the foHowmg SUggestlons for how success could be defined: '

6 Patlents with Real Medfcal Need are Able to: Access ‘Cannabis gt Affordable Cost, Here, focus
group partu:lpants advised the City to establish a robust educafional campalgn for the
compassionate care program that uses a varlety of cammunication outlets, including television,
radio, and newsprint; to promote the program and ensure that there is widespread and far- -
reachlhg patient participation. Participants also suggested that the City develop a survey that
would provide useful feedback for the City as to medical cannabis accessibility. Finally, it was
suggested that the City Qonsader mechamsms to preventabuse of the program and hence ensure
that patxents with actual need aré ablé to-easily partlcipate

® Cannabis' Busiriesses.of Varying. Size ar‘é*AbI-é to Participate in the Program. [n this regard, one
' .partlclpant encouraged the City to ccmsu:ler the imipact of -any compassionate care program
requirements oh busmesses of varying stze and avoid creating a system that rewards non-
campbance or ;alaces an undue’ burden on smaller businesses that will find it tore difficult to
absorh the. cost 6f hew State and local medical cannabis business regulations. That individual
went.on to riote that astablishing a compassionate care program would likely be an iterative
pracess;.since there is uncertainty at the moment about how the adult use market will fare in
‘ 15
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San Francisco;.so transparency aboutthe prograrii and how businesses can cqmply will be critical,
especially during the initial implementation peried. :

Some focus group participants felt-that the aforementioned patient advi’éory committee could be tasked
. with providing ongé;ing gdidance to the City inthis area.

V, Findings & Resommendations ‘ _
Based:on Focys Group comments and concerns taised in'the sesslons by participants, the report fmds
the following, and makes associated recommendations:

Finding 1 - Contmued Access to. Medical Cannabis: The City hasa long history of ptoviding. medncal
¢annablis tg patlents, ahd this access ta shotld continte in2018 and beyend.

Recommendatlon
. A, TheCity should requ!ra all retaiters to maintain medncal yse as g condition.of their permit.
B. TheGity sheu\d foither pncntlze permit progessing for.medical only applicants.

Finding 2 — CostConcems.There arel concerns that patients, particularly low ihcome and indrgent
patients, wﬁl nat: be able to afford medical cannabis,

Recammenda-tf‘on: )

A, Compassior programs shau\d be targeted to low income and indigent populations, veterans,
and patient populations who can ‘identify need.

B. TheCity should remairi thoughtful about the tax burden onthe medical cannabis supply cham :
and patient consumersithien crafting g local tax structure.

C. The City should allew samples In cettaln circumstances, to allow patient consumers to test
products hefore having to purchase products at full or reduced cost. ‘

D. The City should advocate fordosage flexibility for medical produets at the State level if higher
dosage levels are not addrassed in emergency regulations this November.

Finding 3 —~Clarity and Advocacy for State Allowance of Compassion Programs: Stakeholders would like
the City to advocate for Compassion Programs that reflect San Franeisca’s values.

Recomr‘Hendation;
A. The City.should advocate to the State to allow counties to maintain cempassion programs, and
pravide clear regulations related to compassion programs within the M-Type supply chain.

'Finding‘a - Preservation of Compassionate Care Model: The compassionate care model has proyided
patients with access to medicinal cannabls, is an lmportant harm reduction tool, and these programs.
should be mafntéiried.
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Recommendation:
A. Similarto the mandate passed unanimously by the Board of Supervxsors in File:No. 071505

{2007),%:the City should create a compassion program or-allow for retailers to establish their
own co:m»paésiqn p:rogra_m'. Descriptions of these programs and how the program will meet track
and trace-tequireniehts'shotild be detalled In thelr application for'an Article 16 permit. :

B. The City should consider the creation of nonprofit licenses for compassionate care-programs in
2018; This could inclute contemplating a lower license fee. '

C. The City should allow for flexibility in impleienting a Compassion Program. An example of this
is.the City could create-a Compassion Fund administered by the City. In lieu of creating an onsite
programi, retailers could"arovide a petcentage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset

,linensmfgf:fees'fer future nbnproﬁt pertnit permits and costs of praducts.

Finding 5~ Deterpiine Ehgibnllty, There is a need to greate ehglbillty triteria that is dlscrete and
confidential to ensure: patient privacy.

Reccm mendation:- ,
A. The City.should leverage sheuld Jeverage its existing programs, such as the Medlcal Marijuana

Identification Card (MMIC) program, as a pathway-to a) determine eligibllity-and 2) provide a
methiod by which patients can prove thelr eligibility to retailers or potential nonprofits. This
resource should be provided at littlé to no cost to the patient.

Finding 6 — Cbnsumpt?'on Space: Consumption of medical cannabis can be-a social expertence,
therefore, patlents would Pske spaces to be provided that allow for social censumption.

Recommendatlon :

A. The City:should encourage the retention.of existing Medlcmal Cannabis Consumptlon Space.

B. The City.shiauld disallow retailers from mandating a certain amount of product be purchased in
orderto access the onsite smoking/vaping/consumption lounge.

Finding 7 - Safe Consumption Infofmation: Patierit consumers would benefit from having access'to
consistent educafibn related to safe consumption, .

Recommendatwn
A. The Departrientof Public Health shotild credte fact based information to be’ provided to alI

consumens mcludmg pat:ents at thepolnt of sale. -

| Finding &— Adigoacy for Patient Community: Th’e’ City would benefit from continued advice from
patients, patleht: advocates, and businesses.

18 San Frandlseo’ Board of Supeyvisars, File No.-071505, 2007.
http://sfbos. org/ftp/up!oadedﬂles/bdsunvrs/resolutxonsD7/r0623 07.pdf.
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Recommehdatxon .
A. The City should amend the Cannab|s State Legalization Task Force membership to ensure a
broad st of stakeholders fepresenting patlent advocacy are reflected in the makeup of the
body; and.can further inform and advise future task force recommendations, notably about the
- evolution of policy relateéd to compassion programs, One of these members should have
expettenca in funning a non-profit compassion program.

Finding 9.~ Data & Accountability; The City needs to gather data and report out on it regularly to
ensote we ar’e- iterating' aue policies and meetihg our goals,

Recommendation ‘
A.. The Office of Cannabis ancl the Health Department should continue to monitor the effects of
- cannabis legahzatlon on medical cahnabis use in San Francisco. -
B.. .Data aeuectlcm 5hou1d b conisistent with patjent privacy guidelines, and should be mcorporated
. Into the Dffiée of Ganriabls! overall data management strategy,
C. “The Office of Cannabls In collahoration with the Departmerit of Public Health should provide a

reportand recommendations to further inform the City’s path forward with medical cannabls by
December 31, 2018,
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EDWIN M. LEE
- MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

September 26, 2017

Dear President Breed and San Francisco Residents:

We are proud to present to the Board of Supervisors the first draft.of San Francisco’s updated and
comprehensive cannabis laws and regulations. While we have had medical cannabis in the City for some
time, the passage of Proposition 64 obligates.us to modernjze and expand our regulatory infrastructure. ’
With significant input from community members and stakeholders, we are confident that San Francisco
will lead the way in creating a regulatory structure that is safe, sensible, and equitable.

The creation of this structure is an important and monumental undertaking for the City. This process will
include challenges, but we are committed to developing sound policy that represents all of our
communities. These ordinances are simply the beginning of an important City conversation.

In the weeks and months ahead, we look forward to working with the Board of Supervisors to improve
these ordinances with broad feedback. We expect to revise the legislation to reflect public input. With
your help, we will make San Francisco’s cannabis laws strong and representative of our City’s values.

We are guided by three key principles. San Francisco’s cannabis laws should be: _

1. Safe: Safe access and safe communities are our overriding objective. Whether for medicinal
purposes or for personal use, we' want to ensure the availability of safe products and to limit
exposure to youth. Cannabis businesses should reflect neighborhood preferences and character,
and promote public safety.

2. Sensible: We strive for straightforward rules that are clear and make sense for businesses,
communities, and consumers.

3. Equitable: The decades-long war on drugs wreaked havoc on many communities of color, and
we have a moral imperative to develop and employ equity principles that reinvest in our
communities and provide economic opportunities to those who need them most.

Starting today, we ask for your collective participation. Please provide us formal comments at
officeofcannabis.sfgov.org. Come to City Hall and provide public comment, engage in public meetings or
host a forum with your neighborhood association. Help us start a civic conversation; the result wnll be
better legislation that is reflective of our values as a City.

Thank you, and we look forward to hearmg from you.

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor

dorrdo c,/\/{/zfé EZ#

Naomi Kelly, City Admivistrator Nicole Elljott, Director, Office of Cannabis

LN

bara Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLAce, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, (y‘gzmm 94102-4681
TELEPHONE! (415) 554-6141



File No. 171041
Received via email
10/19/17

Member, Board of Supervisors
District 8 -

City and County of San Francisco

JEFF SHEEHY

Octobet 19, 2017

Honorable Members

San Francisco Planning Commission
1660 Mission Street '
- San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  Proposition 64 Implementaﬁon
' File #171041 .

Dear Honorable Members of the Planning Commission:

Thank you for considering File #171041, an ordinance I am co-sponsoting to enact
Planning Code amendments that implement Proposition 64 (“Prop. 64”), the Adult Use
of Matijuana Act. I’m heattened by Planning’s suppott for Medical Cannabis
Dispensaties (MCDs) in approptiate locations and I look forwatd to your comments.

Before 1996, Californians with life-threatening illnesses faced an untenable choice: use
cannabis for medical putposes and face potential prosecution and imprisonment. With
the passage of Proposition 215, California made clear that medical cannabis would be
available for those who need it. San Francisco allowed medical cannabis collectives for a
decade based solely on that state measure and a Zoning Administrator determination. In
2006, the City established land use and operating standards for MCDs.

Ten years later, Californians adopted Prop. 64 to allow adult use of cannabis. Much like
Prop. 215, the state has acted and now San Francisco must propetly respond. I hope you
will agree that building on our existing infrastructure provides the most efficient path to =
implementing the will of California votets.

Many key issues are addressed in a separate ordinance that outlines the operating
procedures and permit authority of the Office of Cannabis (OOC). With respect to
Planning Code amendments, this letter provides the Planning Commission with potental
‘areas of amendment so you may consider them as patt of your deliberations.

City Hall » 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodictt Place » Room 244 « San Francisco, California 94102-4689 « (415) 534-6968
Fax (#15) 5354-6900 « TDD/ITY #15) §5§§227 * E-mail; Jeff Shechy@sfgov.org



Letter to the Planning Commission Regarding Cannabis Regulation

1. Conversion to Cannabis Retail: Expand Notice & Consolidate Appeals

As introduced, an existing MCD that seeks to add adult cannabis could face five separate
appeals. The issuance of a land use permit and an opetating perrmt are separate acts that
face different appeal tracks. Specifically, the building permit in Planning Code Section
190 could be appealed to the Board of Appeals and discretionary review could be filed
with the Planning Commission. The opetating permit could be appealed to the Boatd of
Appeals. Both permits requite determinations under the California Envitonmental
Qua]ity Act (CEQA). Those determinations can be appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

I expect amendments to expand neighborhood notification and simplify the appeals
process. Speciﬁca]ly, the applicant would begin at the OOC then be referted to Planning
for the building permit. If both final permits ate issued concutrently, then appeals would
be consolidated at the Boatd of Appeals and Board of Supetvisors. I am also working
with the City Attotney to exempt existing MCDs from disctetionary review.

I also expect amendments to the operations ordinance that would expand public notice
beyond Planning Code Section 311/312 requirements by removing them from the
Planning Code and transferring them to OOC. Specifically, the OOC would be required
to post the location for at least 30 days and mail wtitten notification to occupants within
300 feet of the proposed location, with a requitement of translation into'cozmnonly
spoken languages required by the Language Access Ordinance. We are also exploring
other means to increase public participation, including voluntary pre—apphcation
meetings.

2. Conversion of MCDs to Cannabis Retail: Addressing Pipeline Applicants

The legislation provides that any MCD with a valid Department of Public Health
(“DPH”) petmit by the effective date of the legislation may use a streamlined process to
add adult use. This creates uncertainty for other pipeline applicants. Some may have
secured a land-use entitlement but have not finished the DPH permitting process. Others
may be awaiting a heating date, all while incutting rent on a retail location.

I expect amendments that would allow any applicant who submitted an application to
DPH and tremains active in the pipeline to utilize the accelerated timeline, provided they
still meet the phase deadlines that would otherwise be applicable in Section 190.

3. Limits in the Southern Nelghborhoods, including District 11
- The Board recently adopted Ordinance 186-17 (Safaf) to establish an MCD limit in

District 11. I support this limit because Supetvisot Safai made a compelling case that
policy choices to limit cannabis retailers in San Mateo County were negatively i impacting
- southern neighborhoods. After discussmg this with Planning, I am open to expanding
this limit beyond Disttict 11 to cover other southern neighborhoods facing similar
impacts. I expect amendments that would reinstate the limit adopted in Ordinance 186-
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Letter to the Planning Commission Regarding Cannabis Regulation

17 for MCDs and cannabis retailers and may extend this to a geographlc area in the
southern neighborhoods greater than District 11.

4. Reducing Clusteting Throggh the “Orbit” Option
At the public hearing, some Commissioners noted that a 300 foot limit between MCDs

may not be the best approach to address clustering. T undetstand that Planning will
propose an “otbit” approach that looks at multiple locations within a larger land area
(e.g. three in a 1,000 foot area). I am hopeful that the Commission will adopt a
recommendation that provides greater nuance than the 300 foot limit and believe this
alternative may be a better approach.

5. Neighborhood Commercial Districts
Finally, the Planning Code recognizes the unique nature of out Nelghborhood

Commercial Districts (NCDs). Some disttict supervisors may have unique conditions i in
theirt NCDs that could cause the Boatd to either relax ot consttain placement of cannabis
. retail in their communities. I expect amendments in some neighbothood commercial
districts based on these unique conditions.

Thank you for consideting my views and for your own thoughtful deliberations on -
_cannabis policy during this impoztant time. I look forward to yout tecommendations. If I
ever can be of assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me ditectly.

T Epes

JEFF SHEBHY

iV

Supetvisor for District 8

-CC: Menibers, Boatd of Supetvisors
Clerk, Board of Supervisors
Nicole Elliott, Office of Cannabis
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
" Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
October 2, 2017
File No. 171041
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department.
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:
On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following proposed legislation:
File No. 171041

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses,
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4)
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302,

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Sty
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c:  Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning Not defined as a project under CEQA

Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)
(2) because it does not result in a physical
change in the environment.

REVIE WED

g%V Joy Navarrete at 11 06 am, Oct 04 2017




SAN FRANCISCO

; PLANNING DEP&R‘E‘MEN?

October 26, 2017

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk

Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee

Honorable Supervisor Jeff Sheehy

Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:

Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2017-010365PCAx
- Cannabis Regulations

Board File No. 171041

Planning Comnussmn s Action: Approval with Mod1fzcaiwn

Dear Ms. Calvills, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy,

On October 19; 2014, the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public hearings at
regularly scheduled meetings to consider the proposed Ordinance, introduced by Mayor Lee and
Supervisor Sheehy that would amend the Planning Code to include land use regulations for
various cannabis related activities. At the hearing the Planning Commission voted to approve the
ordinance with modifications.

The Following are clerical amendments proposed by Staff that the Commission voted to add to the

ordinance by a single vote:
1. Add Cannabis Retail to the list of Active Commercial uses in Table 145.4.
2. Change “Non-Retail Greenhouse or Plant Nursery” to “Industrial Agriculture” in Code
- Section 846.87, the SALI district zoning control table.

3. Delete the following sentence located on Page 11, lines 47 in Version 2 of the proposed
ordinance:
Smoking on the p:rermses of a Medical Cannabls stpensary Use Iocated wqthm 1099600 _
feet of a Sc’hool pubhc or pnvate g~ Pkl 2 :

SR seility arilysors not pemutted
4. Add the following text to the definition (Section 102) or location and operating conditions

(Section 202.2(e)) for MUDs.

“Cannabis may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City’s Office o{

_ Cannabis and Department of Public Health, as applicable”

The Following amendments were proposed bjf the Commission and added with separate votes:

5.

Increase the 600" buffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 -2 (Koppel and Hillis against); -
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6. Replace the 300 foot dustering option with the “Orbit Option” outlined in in the staff
report, +5 -1 (Hillis against); and

7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Dlstm:ts in Supervisorial District 4, +5 -1 (Hillis
against).

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)
and 15378 because they do not resul’r in a physical change in the environment,

Sponsors, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience 1f you wish to mwrporate
the changes added by the Commissior.

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. If you have any
questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Aaron D. Starr
Manage of Legislative Affairs

(309

Victoria Wong, Deputy City Attorney

Bill Barnes, Aide to Supérvisor Sheehy

Mawuli Tugbenyaoh, Liaison to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor’s Office
Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Board

Attachments :

© Planming Commission Resolution

Planning Department Executive Summary
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Executive Summary Sy

Planning Code Text Amendment anstla
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 19, 2017 ——
90- DAY EXPIRATION DATE: JANUARY 1, 2018 415.558.6978
Project Name: Cannabis Regulations : 415.558.6408
Case Number: 2017-010365PCA [Board File No. 171041] Bt
Initiated by: Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 mfémgﬁm
Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 415.558.8317
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362

Reviewed by: Daniel A. Sidexr, AICP; Senior Advisor for Spec1a1 Pro]ects

dan.sider@sfgov.org; (415) 558-6697
Recommendation: ~ Approval with Modifications

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) establish regulations for land uses asscciated with the adult
use (i.e. nonmedical) cannabis industry, including Cannabis Retailers, cannabis delivery -services,
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) modify existing
regulations for Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to allow them in additional locations throughout the City;
and 3) establish a process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail
establishments.

The Way It Is Now:

1. San Francisco Department of Public Health oversees the licensing and operations of Medical
Cannabis Dispensaries (MCDs).

2. MCDs are currently prohibited in PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, and South of Market
‘Mixed-Use zoning districts; the Japantown, Pacific Avenue, and Folsom Street Neighborhood
Commercial Districts (NCDs); and the Regional Commercial District.

3. -In most Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Districts and NCDs, MCDs are allowed on the
first floor subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review or Conditional Use (CU) authorization,
depending on the zoning district; however, théy are generally not allowed on the second floor.

4, MCDs must be located more than a 1,000 from a school or a youth-serving Public or Community
Facility.

5. Citylaw is silent on the retail sale of non-medical cannabis.

6. City law is silent on the commercial growing, manufacture, testing, or distribution of cannabis.

7.- The Planning Code does not have a provision that allows for the conversion of MCD to a facility
that sells adult use cannabis.

8. MCDs are not subject to Formula Retail Controls, but they are sSubject transparency requirements.

9. There is a limit of three MCDs in Supervisorial District 11.

www.sfplanning.org
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The Way it Would Be:

1.

The newly formed Office of Cannabis would regulate the cannabis industry in San Francisco,
including MCDs and adult use cannabis facilities, by issuing licenses and setting operating
conditions specific to the cannabis industry. The Department of Public Health would still
perform its inspection and regulatory functions outside of licensing and the operating conditions
of cannabis facilities.

MCDs would now be allowed in PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, South of Market
Mixed-Use zoning districts; the Japantown, Pacific Avenue, and Folsom Street NCDs; and the
Regional Commercial District. In PDR Districts, MCDs would be subject to the size limits for
other retail uses.

MCDs would be allowed on both the ﬁrst and second floor in NC Districts, subject to either
Mandatory Discretionary Review or CU authorization, deepening on what the current
regulations are for the subject zoning district.

The 1000 foot buffer around sensitive uses would be reduced to 600 feet, which is the state
standard. In addition, the definition of sensitive uses would be revised to only include Schools;
however other sensitive uses would be considered as part of conditional use findings.

A new land use definition would be created, Cannabis Retail, which would allow the retail sale of
cannabis and cannabis-related products for adult use, and may also include the sale or provision
of cannabis for medicinal use and on-site consumption. Cannabis Retail establishments would be
prohibited within 600 feet of a School (as defined by the Planning Code), and would not be
permitted within 300 feet of another Cannabis Retail or MCD. Cannabis Retailers would be
allowed as follows: )

a. Residential (RH, RM, RTO) Districts: Prohibited.

b. Industrial (PDR) Districts: Allowed only in conjunction with a State Microbusiness
License; 2/3 of the premises must be dedicated to cannabis-related PDR. ‘

c. Neighborhood Commerdal (NC) & Chinatown Districts: Allowed on 2nd floor and
below with Conditional Use (“CU") excepting (1) a prohibition in the NC-1 and NCT-1
Districts and (2) a prohibition above the ground floor in the CR-NC District.

d.” Residential-Commercial (RC) Districts: Permitted as of right on the ground floor; CU
required above the ground floor.

e. Eastern Neighborhoods Districts: Neighborhood notice required, except that CU required

in SPD and MUG Districts.
£ Community Business (C-2), Downtown (C-3; DTR) and SoMa Districts: Permltted as of
© right. ’
Existing PDR land uses would be amended to explicitly allow for cannabis related activity. In
addition, Neighborhood Agriculture and Large Scale Urban Agriculture definitions would be

-amended to explicitly prohibit the growing of cannabis for commercial or personal use. Uses that

would be amended to include cannabis commercial activity are as follows:

a. Industrial Agriculture (currently named Greenhouse) for the growing of cannabis. This
use requires that cannabis be grown inside and Hmits the overall canopy to 22,000 sqg. ft.

b. Light Manufacturing for the manufacturing of cannabis produced without the use of
volatile organic compounds (State License Type 6);

. ¢ Agricultural and Beverage Processing 2 for the manufacture of cannabis products using

volatile organic compounds (State License Type 7);
Wholesale for the wholesale distribution of cannabis products (State License Type 11);

e.  Laboratory for the testing of cannabis and cannabis products (State License Type 8);

AR FRANGISCO 2
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£ Parcel Delivery Service for retail cannabis delivery where there is no on site’ cannabis
retail. , ‘
7. Section 190 would be added to the Plarmning Code, which would allow existing MCDs to convert
to Cannabis Retail with only a change of use application. Also, existing MCDs that wish to
- convert to sell adult use cannabls would not be subject to the location. restrictions for Cannabis
Retail.
8. MCDs and Cannabis Retail would be sub]ect to Formula Retail Controls and transparency
requirements. .
9. The limit on three MCDs in Supervisor District 11 would be removed from the Code.

BACKGROUND

On October 9, 2015, Governor Brown signed into law the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act
("MMRSA"), effective January 1, 2016, which established a comprehensive state licensing and regulatory
framework for the cultivation, manufacturing, testing, distribution, transportation, dispensing, and
delivery of medicinal cannabis, and which recognized the authority of local jurisdictions to prohibit or
impose additional restrictions on commercial activities relating to medicinal cannabis. MMRSA was later
renamed the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act ("MCRSA™).

On November 8, 2016, the voters of California approved Proposition 64, the Control, Regulate, and Tax
Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), which decriminalized the nonmedicinal use of cannabis by adults
21 years of age and older, created a state regulatory, licensing, and taxation system for non-medicinal
carmabis businesses, and reduced penalties for marijuana-related crimes. San Franciscans overwhelmmg
approved of legalized adult use cannabis with 74.3% votmg yes on Proposition 64.

On November 9, 2016, the Mayor issued Executive Directive 16-05, "Implementing Prop 64: Adult Use of
Marijuana Act," directing the Department of Public Health and the Planning Department, in consultation
with other departments, to move forward with legislation for the Board of Supervisors' consideration that
would address land use, licensing, safety, and youth access issues related to adult use cannabis under
Proposition 64. Pursuant to that Executive Directive, the City developed this comprehensive legislation
that will establish a complete regulatory framework for a broad range of cannabis businesses, and that
will identify where, and under what conditions, they may operate.

On June 27, 2017, Governor Brown signed into law the Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulations
and Safety Act (MAUCRSA), which reconciled MCRSA and Proposition 64, and established a unified
state regulatory scheme for commercial activities relating to both medicinal and adult use cannabis.
Under MAUCRSA, businesses that engage in commercial cannabis activities will be required to obtain a
state cannabis license and comply with strict operating conditions. MAUCRSA requires that state
agencies begin issuing state cannabis business licenses by January 1, 2018. Under MAUCRSA, local
jurisdictions may adopt and enforce ordinances to further regulate cannabis businesses, including but not
limited to zoning and permitting requirements.

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS
Office of Cannabis

5}‘\?# FRANCISED 3
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The Administrative Code establishes an Office of Cannabis (OOC) under the direction of the City
Administrator, and authorizes the Director of the OOC to issue permits to cannabis-related businesses,
and to collect permit application and annual license fees following the enactment of a subsequent
ordinance establishing the amounts of those fees. The new office is responsible for developing and
managing a permitting process for all cannabis-related businesses, dealing with complaints, providing
~ policy analysis and development, and serving as a single point of contact for businesses, the public and
state regulators. The offices’ budged for its first fiscal year is $700,000, which would indude three
positions and $225,000 for web site development, public outreach and overhead. The office is expected to
recover at least some of its expenses through permitting fees.

First Year of Adult Use Cannabis Sales
During 2018, only social equity applicants and businesses that have been operating in San Francisco prior
to September of 2017 will qualify for a license from the OOC. Further, no permit will be issued until the

City establishes an equity program. To that end, the City is in the process of developing an equity -

program that prioritizes communities that have been unfairly targeted by the war on drugs so that they
can be the first to take advantage of legalization. A social equity report on which the equity program will
be developed is expected on November 1 of this year.

There are around 40 approved MCDs in the city, all of which wiil be eligible to convert to Cannabis Retail
the first year if they submit an application to the Planning Department prior to June 30, 2018. The number
of non-retail uses operating in the City right now is harder to account for. Some businesses have already
received planning approval for their operations, but are not. registered as cannabis businesses. To ensure
that the City captures all existing non-retail businesses, the OOC has-opened up a registration process for
existing non-retail businesses — those operating both with and without benefit or permit - which closes in
- late November. Only those non-retail busmesses that have registered would be eligible for alicense to
operate in 2018.

Non-Retail Cannabis-related Uses

San Francisco already has a very robust regulatory structure for Production, Distribution and Repair
(PDR) uses, which were minimally amended in the proposed ordinance to explicitly include cannabis
related activities. A chart showing what uses are allowed in the various zoning districts is included in
Exhibit C. The Ordinance also restricts cannabis cultivation to state license types that allow for indoor
and/or mixed-light cultivation with up to 22,000 sq. ft. of canopy. This provision basically limits cannabis
growing to indoor facilities and to medium size growing operation per the State’s licensing categories.

Cannabis Retail .
The proposed ordinance creates a new Retail Sales and Service use called Cannabis Retail, which allows
for the sale of cannabi$ and cannabis-related products for adult use, and that may also include the sale of
cannabis for medicinal use. The definition allows for cannabis to be consumed on-site; however only
upon the authorization by the City’s Office of Cannabis and Department of Public Health. Cannabis
Retail is also included in the list of uses considered to be Formula Retail and Cannabis Retail will also be
subject to the Planning Code’s fransparency requirements. The ordinance prohibits Cannabis Retail from
being established within 600 of a School, and within 300 feet of an existing MCD or another Cannabis
Retail establishment. .

SA# FRANGISO ‘ . 4
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Future of MCDs -

- The question of whether or not to keep the MCD land use definition in the Planning Code was internally
debated and fully considered by Planning Staff. Staff wanted to balance the desire to avoid over
complicating the land use categories for retail cannabis, while at the same time acknowledging. that
MCDs had the potential to persist as a discrete land use with unique — and likely less notable —
externalities. The current legislative proposal maintains the separate land use category for medical
canmnabis at least until the City has a better understanding of how the cannabis industry will take shape.
Staff’s main reasons for maintaining the MCD definition include:

1. Clear Conversion Process: Keeping two distinct land uses provides a clear path for existing
MCDs to convert to Cannabis Retail. If we do not keep MCDs as a separate land use, it's not clear
how we could control for the conversion from an MCD to a Cannabis Retail use. Nor is it clear
how we would treat those that decide not to convert to Cannabis Retail. The problem isn't
insurmountable, but maintaining the MCD definition makes the conversion process more
straightforward and easier to implement.

2. Less Impactful Use: Starting January 1, 2018, the rules for doctors that recommend cannabis will
change in three significant ways: 1) The doctor recommending cannabis must be the patient’s
attending physician; 2) the doctor recommending cannabis cannot have a financial interest in a
dispensary or be an employee of a dispensary; and 3) the doctor recommending cannabis has to
perform a proper examination before recommending cannabis, lest issuance of the
recommendation be deemed unprofessional conduct. Further, the law also has a provision .

- directing the Medical Board of California to consult with the California Marfjuana Research
Program in order to deveiop arid adopt medical guidelines for the appropriate administration
and use of medical cannabis. Presumably, when these guidelines are adopted there will be a set
list of medical conditions for which doctors can recommend cannabis. These changes are highly
likely to significantly reduce the number of customers for conventional medical-only
estab]ishments}, making them a less intensive land use. Cannabis Retail, on the other hand, will
not only be used by medical users, but also by a range of adult users, both locals and tourists.
Further, since Medical Cannabis Dispensaries are likely to be a less impactful land use, a less
rigarous approval process was felt to be appropriate.

3. Medical Cannabis Community. An ongoing dialogue with those involved in the cannabis
community, including through the City’s Cannabis Legalization Task Force, suggests a desire to
maintain the San Francisco’s leading medical cannabis industry and culture. Local MCDs employ
experts familiar with what types of cannabis aré best for various ailments, have compassionate
care programs that provide free cannabis to lower income patients, and provide cannabis
products more oriented toward the medical market than the adult use market.

4. The Unknown: It is far from clear as to what the adult use cannabis market will look like and

_ how it will impact the medical cannabis industry, or to fully understand its future interaction

with our neighborhoods. Keeping the médical use allows the City to take a more measured

‘approach. If, in a few years, it turns out that we no longer need a separate land use category, then
the City can reexamine the need for two definitions.

SAH FRANCIEDD : ’ 5
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" “Buffering” Alternatives

At the September 26, 2017 informational hearing, some Commissioners expressed a dissatisfaction with
the proposed 300" minimum distance between various retail canmabis uses. In response, Staff has -
developed the following three alternatives to the proposed 300 foot buffering provision in the proposed
ordinance:

The “District Concentration” Option. Rather than requiring a 300 foot radius around existing
Cannabis Retail and MCDs, this option would examine the overall concentration of Cannabis
Retailers and MCDs within a given Neighborhood Commercial District when deciding whether
or not a new establishment should move forward. This option is similar to how the Department
examines Restaurant and Formula Retail concentration; however those two options only look at
the immediate 300 foot radius or ¥ mile radius to determine concentration, not the entire
Neighborhood Commercial District.”

-For Restaurants, the concentration is not allowed to exceed 25 percent of the total commercial
frontage within 300’ of the subject property (and also located within the same zoning district). For
Formal Retail, no specific concentration limit is established iri the Code. The Department’s review
includes all parcels that are wholly or partially located within the 300-foot radius or quarter-mile
radius. For each property, the total linear frontage of the lot facing a public right-of-way is
divided by the number of storefronts. Those numbers are then used to calculate the percentage of
the total linear frontage for Formula Retail and non-Formula Retail uses within the immediate
area. '

Staff has some concerns with this approach, the first being: What is the appropriate percentage
for a neighborhood commercial district? The second is implementation. Some districts ate very
large (e.g. several miles long), while others are fairly small, encompassing only a few blocks.
Evaluating-the composition of an entire NCD every time there is a proposed MCD or Cannabis
Retailer will require a significant amount of time and efforts — not just for City Staff but also.for
prospective applicants and concerned members of the public. Further, while the City’s Zoning
Maps present clear boundaries for neighborhood cemmercial district, members of the public
fairly perceive neighborhoods to be less rigid and unencumbered by seemingly arbitrary lines on
a map. It would also be difficult to apply to those zoning district that do not require CU -
authorization for cannabis businesses since this approach would require a level of analysis not
typical for as-of-right permits. '

The “Clustering-As-Finding” Option. This option would remove the mandatory buffering in
neighborhoods that require CU authorization, and instead make the 300" buffer a finding as part
of the CU evaluation process. In neighborhoods that do not require CU authorization, a retail
cannabis business would be principally permitted unless it was within 300 feet of another retail
cannabis business, in which case CU would be required. This option provides more flexibility for
retail cannabis business in neighborhoods where CU authorization is required, and also helps
ensure that neighborhoods where retail cannabis business are permitted as-of-right don’t become
over-concentrated. It's also fairly straightforward to implement. This criterion would be weighed
against existing CU criteria in the Code along with other new CU criteria established by this
ordinance. '

The “Orbit” Option. This option would establish a more general, yet easily understood

clustering rule, by allowing a new retail cannabis business only if there were no more than two
other existing retail cannabis businesses within a 1,000 foot radius of the proposed site. In other

SAR FRANGISCO ) . . 6
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words, a-maximum of three retail cannabis businesses would be pérmitted within a 1,000 foot
radius. Two variants of this option exist, either (1) a “hard cap” that would prohibit more than
three retail cannabis establishments within 1,000 feet or (2) a “soft cap” that would trigger CU,
with cdustering as a finding, if that trigger was met. As above, this latter option allows for more
flexibility, while the former is a clearer bright-line regulation. The Orbit Option — or either variant
— could theoretically be applied citywide or in certain Zoning Districts. The 1,000 foot radius and
number of cannabis retailer could also be adjusted based on further analysis and research.

On-site Consumption »
At the September 26, 2017 informational hearing, some Commissioners expressed an interest in allowing
at-least some level of on-site adult use cannabis consumption at Cannabis Retailers.

On-site consumption can include, but is not limited to, éppiying salves or balms, vaporizing or smoking
the cannabis flower, or ingesting edibles made with cannabis extracts. As currently written, The Planning
Code allows Cannabis Retailer and MCDs to have on-site consumption so long as they get au’rhonzatlon
from the OOC and Department of Public Health, as applicable. ‘

Currently, there are eight MCDs in the City that allow on:site vaporizing or smoking. The proposed
Ordinance would limit onsite vaporizing or smoking to those eight existing MCDs, and should those
MCDs convert to Cannabis Retail they would forfeit their permit to have on-site vaporizing or smoking.
The intention, based on the Department of Public Health’s highly successful anti-tobacco campaign, is to
maintain indoor air quality for the health of the establishment’s employees and customers. A concern has

_also been expressed regarding mixed messages with regards to smoking tobacco and smoklng cannabis
by allowing later, but prohibiting the former.

Department Staff has significant concerns that if the City fails to allow at least some on-site vaporizing or

smoking, patrons will undoubtedly vaporize and smoke cannabis on streets, sidewalks, parks, plazas,
“and other public places. In these places, it is not only prohibited by state law, but where the likelihood of

youth exposure to cannabis is dramatically higher. While the Department understands concerns about

sending mixed messages, tobacco and cannabis are not analogous. One can smoke tobacco on the
* sidewalk if you are walking and at the curb if one is not. One can also smoke tobacco in a car, on an
outdoor patio at a bar, and at various other places. However, state law categorically prohibits the
smoking cannabis in public, leaving no place to consume the product legally for those who are not able to
smoke cannabis within their home or for tourists. It is instructional to note that the city of Denver did not
provide for a place to consume via smoking or vaporizing and subsequently amended their laws to allow
for consumption areas upon an increasé in unwanted public smoking of cannabis. Department Staff is
concerned that not allowing on-site vaporizing or smoking will lead to the same issues that Denver
". experienced, and result in more people smoking cannabis in places that will impact a greater number of
individuals, particularly youth.

Accessory Use Provisions

The Planning Code allows for the accessory sale of cannabis products contingent upon the approval or
the OOC; however accessory level sales are not contemplated to be allowed in the first few years of adult
use cannabis sales. The Planning Department believes that allowing accessory level sales will reduce the
need for cannabis-only businesses thought the city, and helps to normalize the sale of cannabis along the
same lines as alcohol and tobacco sales. It also provides a way for small existing business that many not
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have the funds to invest in an entirely new enterprise to befit from this emerging industry. However,
accessory canmnabis sales are currently impractical both due to (1) the State’s prohibition on the sale of
alcohol and/or tobacco along with cannabis at the same premises and (2) the absence of nuanced controls
necessary to ensure the sale of adult use cannabis as a genuinely subordinate and incidental accessory.
The state prohibits cannabis sales in stores that also sale alcohol or tobacco, and requires that the
premises be only open to adults 21 years or older.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Ordinance and adopt the
attached Draft Resolution to that effect. Should the Commission wish to seek amendments to the
proposed Ordinance, the foregoing discussion is intended to provide useful options to do so.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Department supports the proposed ordinance because it provides a strong and fair
regulatory framework for non-retail and retail adult use cannabis sales, and the supporting PDR activities
in San Francisco. The ordinance uses well established land use categories to regulate PDR activities,
avoiding extra regulations on cannabis PDR uses. The proposed separation from: sensitive uses and from
other retail cammabis uses for new retail cannabis operations significantly increases the areas of the city
that are allowed to have retail cannabis sales, while also directly and indirectly addressing concerns
regarding overconcentration in certain neighborhoods. )

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

IMPLEMENTATION

The Department has determined that this Ordinance will impact our current implementation procedures;
however the proposed changes can be implemented without increasing permit costs or review time.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) and
15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the environment.

PUBLIC COMMENT

The Planning Department has participated in hearings at the Small Business Commission, and the Health
Commission. It has also been involved- with various outreach meetings indudjng meetings with the
cannabis growers and manufacturer, and existing MCD operators. The Small Business Commission has
not officially taken an action on the proposed ordinance, but was generally in support of the proposed
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Hearing Date: October 19, 2018 Cannabis Regulations

ordnance and appreciated the 300 foot buffering provision. The Health Commission has also not taken an
official action on the ordinance, but expressed concern about allowing on-site consumption. It was also
concerned that the proximity to mental health clinics to future retail cannabis operations, or-the
saturation of alcohol and tobacco establishments wasn’t given consideration in the land use evaluation
process. Members of the cannabis industry have indicated that they would like an easier path for
conversion of existing MCD to Cannabis Retail, and to allow all existing MCD applicants the ability to
obtain a license to operate from the OOC in 2018. As of the date of this report, the Department has not
received a letter from the industry outlining their concerns over the proposed ordinance; however, we
expect that one will come prior to the Planning Commission hearing. ’

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the proposed Ordinance.

Attachments:

Exhibit A: Draft Planning Commission Resolution

Exhibit B: Board of Supervisors File No. 171041 .

Exhibit C: Matrix for Non-Retail Cannabis controls.

Exhibit D: Map showing the existing and proposed “Green Zone”

Exhibit E: Map showing the approval process for Cannabis Retail
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Planning Commission s,
’ Resociution No. 206029 _—
HEARING DATE QCTOBER 19, 2017 , ‘ 415.558.6378
Project Narme: Cannabis 'Regulaﬁons 415.558.5400
Case Number: 2017-810365PCA [Board File No. 171 041] Planning
© Initinted by: Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 :‘;%"g;‘g’% 3 .
Staff Contuct: Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs T
paron. starr@sfeon.org 415-558-6362
n  Reviewed by: Daniel A. Sider, AICF; Senior Advisor for Special Projects

dan.sider@sfeov.org; (415) 558-6697

APPROVING THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE
TO 1) REGULATE CANNABIS LAND USES, INCLUDING, AMONG OTHER THINGS, ADULT
USE CANNABIS RETAIL, MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES, DELIVERY-ONLY
SERVICES, MANUFACTURE OF CANNABIS PRODUCTS, CANNABIS CULTIVATION, AND
CANNABIS TESTING; 2) ALLOW MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES IN ADDITIONAL
ZONING DISTRICTS; 3) ESTABLISH A LAND USE PROCESS FOR THE CONVERSION OF
EXISTING  WMEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES TO  CANNABIS = RETAIL
ESTABLISHMENTS; 4) ESTABLISH LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDF{IONS FOR
CANNABIS USES; 5) REPEAL ORDINANCE NO. 186-17, WHICH LIMITED THE NUMBER
OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES IN SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 11; AND 6)
DELETE SUPERSEDED PLANNING CODE PROVISIONS; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT’S DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT; AND MAKING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND THE
EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, SECTION 1011, AND PUBLIC
NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE, AND WELFARE FINDINGS PURSUANT 7O PLANNING
CODE, SECTION 302.

WHEREAS, on September 26, 2017 Mayor Lee and Superyisur Sheehy Introduced a proposed Urdinance
under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 171041, which would amend the Planning.
Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among oftter things, adult use tannabis reteil, Medical
Cannabis Dispenisaries, delivery-only setvices, manufacture of cannabis produects, cannabis cultivation,
and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a
land use process for the coriversion of existing Medical Canmabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail
establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No.

186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dzspensanes i Supervisorial District 11; and 6)
delete superseded Plannmg Code provisions; ajid,

PURPORPIIRG I SIS SRpu
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Resolution No. 20028 : CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA
October 19, 2017 Cannabis Regulation

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly schéduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on October 19, 2017; and,

WHEREAS, The Department determined that the proposed amendments are not defined as a project
‘under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(0) and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the
environment; and -

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testtmony presehted to it at the
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony pres ented on behalf of
Department staff and other interested parties; and

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, the Plannfng Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby approves with modifications the proposed ordinance.
The Commissiorn’s proposed modifications include:

The Foilowing are clerical amendments proposed by Staff that the Commission recommend be added to
the prdinance by a single vote:

1. Add Cannabis Retail fo the Hst of Active Commetcial uses in Table 145.4.

2. Change “Non-Retail Greenhouse or Plant Nursery” to “Industrial Agriculture” in Code Section
846.87, the SALI district zoning coritrel table.

3. Delete the following sentence located on Page 11, lines 4-7 in Version 2 of the proposed
ordinance:

Smoking on the premises of a Medmal Cannabls Dlspensary Lse Iocated Wlfhlﬂ 1@90600 feet ofa
'School pubhcorprivate or-a-Pitk : b0 o8 nrmsty-Facility-that

4. Add the following text to the definition (Section 102) or location and operating conditions
{Section 202.2(e)) for MCDs. '

 “Cannabis may be consumed ‘on site pursuant to authorization by the City’s Office of Cannabis
and Department of Public Health, as applicable”

The Following amendments were proposed by the Comrnission and added with separate votes:

5. Increase the 600’ buffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 2 (Koppel and Hillis against);
6. Replace the 300 foot clustering option with the “Orbit Option” outlined in in the staff report, +5 -

1 (Hillis against); and
7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Supervisorial District 4, +5--1 {Hillis
against).
SAN FRANGISCD » A | 2
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Resolution No, 20029 CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA
October ‘13, 2017 R Cannabis Regulation

FINDINGS | S
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows;

1. The Commission finds that the proposed ordinance because it provides a strong and fair
regulatory framewerk for non-retail and retail adult use cannabxs sales, and the supporting PDR
acHvities, in San Francisco, :

2. The Commission finds that the ordinance uses well established land use categories to regulate
PDR activities, avoiding extra regulations on cannabis PDR uses.

3. The Commission Finds that the proposed separation from sensitive uses and from other retajl
cannabis uses for new retail cannabis operations significantly increases the areas of the city that
are allowed to have retail cannabis sales, while also directly and indirectly addressing corncerrs
regarding overconcentration in certain neighhorhoods.

4. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plam:

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.,

Policy 1.3

Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial
land use plan.

The proposed ordinance locates commercial and industrial activities according existing zoning districts by
. utilizing well established PDR zoning categones for non-retail activities and by allowmg retail caniabis in
cammerczally zoued districts.

OBJECTIVE 3
PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIBENTS
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.

Policy 3.1

Promote the attraction, retention and expansion of commercial and industrial firms which
provide employment improvement opportunities for unskilled and semi-skilled workers.
Policy 3.4

Assist newly emerging economic activities.

The proposed ordinance seeks to atiract, retain and expand the newly emerging cannabis industry, which
provides employment opportunities for unskilled and semi-skilled workers

SAN ERAHCISOD - 3
PLANNING DEPARTIMENT
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Resolution No. 20029 | | CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA
Ogtober 18, 2017 _ Cannabis Regulation

OBJECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS
EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

Policy 6.1
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in
the city's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity

~ among the districts.

Policy 6.2

. Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small business
. -enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to ecoriomic and technological
* innovation in the marketplace and society.

The proposed ordinance seeks to balance the need to accommodate the emerging cannabis retail industry,
which includes smull business enterprises. and entrepreneurship with the need to preserve neighborhood-
serving goods and services in the city’s neighborhood commercial districts. It does this by creating
buffering provisions around other similay uses and sensitive uses, effectively controlling the number of
cannghis retail businesses that can locate within uny one neighborhood commercial district.

Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code ate
consistent with the eight Pnonty Policies set forth in Secuon 10L.1(b) of the Planrung Code in

" that:

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; '

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will
not have q negative effect on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-

serving retail.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The proposed Ordinance would not have n ne:gativé effect on housing or neighborhopd character.
3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an ndverse effect on the Cﬁy's supply of affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or

neighborhood parking;

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or
voerburdening the streets or neighborhood parking.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors

SAN FRANCISTE 4
PLANMING DEPARTMENT
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Resolution No. 20029 - ' CASENO. 2017-010365PCA
October 19, 2017 Cannabis Regulation

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office

development, and future o;rpcrtumﬁes for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would
not be impaired.

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect aéﬂnst Injury and loss of
life in an earthquake; '

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adve*se e]j‘ieat on City's preparedness against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed Ordznance would not have an adverse q‘j‘ect on the City’s Landmarks and historic
buildings.

That our parks and opern space and their aceess to sunhght and vistas be protected from
development;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s parks and open space and their
access to sunlight and vistas.

"6, Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, converdence and general welfare require the proposed amendmients to
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commnssxon hereby APPROVES the proposed Ordinance
described in this Resolution.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on October

" 19,2017,
Commission Secretary -
AYES: Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Richards
NOES: Hillis
ABSENT: Moore
- ADOPTED:  October 19, 2017
SAN FRANGISCD . 5
PLARNING DEPARTMENT .
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October 26, 2017

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Proposed Local Cannabis Ordinance Introduced September 26, 2017 — File Nos. 171041, 171042

Dear President Breed and ijpervisors,

As members cf the San Francnsco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force, we have worked diligently for
the last two years to present recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.

During the most recent October 18, 2017, Task Force meeting, the Task Force spent a considerable
amount of time reviewing the proposed cannabis ordinance-introduced on September 26, 2017 - “Local
Ordinance.” We revisited what Task Force recommendations were included, what recommendations
were excluded, and what recommendations did not need to be addressed with legislation.

We feel that some of our Year 1 and Year |l recommendations still need to be addressed.

The Task Force respectfully submits the below comments regarding the Local Ordinance:

General

 Local Leadership. In general, San Francisco should provide local feadership for the cannabis
industry in instances where State law is unclear or only limited information exists.

Consumption )
¢ Expansion of Adult Use Hospitality Venues. The Task Force recommends that the Local
‘Ordinance incorporate a general statement of intent to expand opportunities for cannabis use in
hospitality venues, such as dining establishments. Implementation strategies for these venues
should be developed in collaboration with key stakeholders, such as culinary and hospltallty '
organlzatlons :

* Consumption Areas. The Task Force requests that the City continue to explore and consider a
land use designation for consumption lounges and establish guidelines to prevent cross-
contamination. '

* Smoking/Vaping Locations. The City should address the issue of equal opportunity for
businesses by designating consumption lounges for smoking/vaping consistent with the creation
of lounges for the consumption of edibles already contemplated within the Local Ordinance.
This can be achieved by allowing applications for consumption lounge permits for
smokmg/vapmg The Local Ordinance should designate the locations where smoking/vaping can

“occur.
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o Cannabis Consumption in Parked Cars. The City should consider enforcement of State faw with
respect to public cannabis consumption in vehicles (i.e. imposing fines, fees, and arrests) as a
low priority.

Land Use
¢ Cannabis Retail Distance of 500 feet from Sensitive Uses. The Task Force proposes a distance of
500 feet to align with San Francisco’s current distance for existing tobacco retail permittees.
* Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on this issue. Discussion points and
concerns related to proximity to sensitive uses were as follows:

o Adistance of 500 feet was proposed to align with San Francisco’s current distance
requirements for tobacco retail locations.® Some Task Force Members felt that 500 feet
was too close of a distance to sensitive uses. Task Force Members also expressed
concerns that distances less than the State standard of 600 feet would be contrary to
public opinion and make cannabis retailers more susceptible to federal raids and
business closures. Cne Task Force Member expressed concern that distances less than
the current San Francisco requirement of 1,000 feet from schools are subject to
mandatory minimum sentencing under Federal law, and prefers to keep the status quo
of 1,000 feet rather than risk exposing retailers to additional liability of federal
incarceration. Other Task Force Members supported a distance less than 500 feet, but
agreed to move forward with the overall recommendation.

e Sensitive Uses Proximity. The Local Ordinance should include a statement that the City will
consider exceptions (i.e. less than the currently proposed 600 feet) with respect to the distance
new cannabis retailers can operate in proximity to sensitive uses in specific communities where
appropriate, e.g. the Castro. *Note: the above modified consensus points and concerns are also
applicable to this recommendation.

o Clustering. The City should use the Conditional Use Authorization approval process in
determining alternatives to the 300 foot clustering requirement outlined in the Local Ordinance.
*Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on this issue, with one Task Force Member
supporting a clearly defined clustering requirement rather than the use of Conditional Use ‘
Authorization in certain cases. One Task Force Member also felt that 300 feet was too close of a
distance between cannabis retail locations.

Permitting v
o Llocal Permitting - General. The Task Force has recommended that the City consider a waiver of
permitting requirements for cannabis smoking tents at special events, workforce permitting
requirements that create uniform standards across businesses, a non-profit permitting
framework, and delivery driver requirements. These issues are either unaddressed or partially

! See San Francisco Health Code § 19H.4(f}(3).
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addressed in the Local Ordinance. The Task Force therefore requests that the Local Ordinance
reconsider these specific recommendations.

Nursery Permitting. The Local Ordinance shoutld define the nursery permitting structure and
approve nursery permits rather than wait for the State to provide further clarity in this area.

Community Engagement as Part of Permitting and Land Use Approval Processes. The Task
Force supports the permitting and land use community engagement provisions as drafted.

Accessory Use. The Local Ordinance 'does not contemplate accessory use permits at this time,
and the Task Force supports an accelerated process for developing the accessory use permitting
framework. *Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on the issue of expedited
accessory use consideration, with general support of the accessory use concept. One Task Force
Member did not want accessory use to be part of the immediate implementation plan for the
City’s cannabis legalization framework.

Agency Oversight. The Task Force supports the Clty agency regulatory structure provisions as
drafted.

Cannabis Event Permitting: The Local Ordinance should include a process for cannabis event
permitting. ‘

Taxatlon

Other

Tax Revenue Allocation Priorities and Data Collection. The Task Force requests that the Ofﬂce
of Cannabis consider allocating potential tax revenue towards the City’s local regulatory, policy,
and programmatic goals, and prioritize the collection of appropriate data points to assess the
impact of cannabis tax expenditures in achieving these goals. For reference, the Task Force's
suggested allocation priorities include, but are not limited to: workforce development,
entrepreneurial opportunity funds, education for students and youth, education and training for
formerly incarcerated persons, and community-identified priorities.

SFUSD Collaboration. The Task Force recommendations specific to collaborating with the San
Francisco Unified School District {SFUSD) were not legislated in the Local Ordinance. The Task
Force therefore requests that the Local Ordinance contain a statement that references the
intent to collaborate with SFUSD in the development of age-appropriate cannabis education in
health education programs and builds upon the school district’s existing educational model.

Public Safety. The Task Force supports the public safety- related prowsnons of the ordinance as
drafted.
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Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact us with any concerns, comments or

questions. We look forward to working closely with you to ensure a safe environment for consumers, .

patients, and workers in San Francisco’s regulated cannabis industry.

Sincerely,

‘Sara Payan, Seat #12 & Co-chair - sara@sarapayan.com
Terrance Alan, Seat #19 & Chair - terrance@sequelmedia.com
Jennifer Garcia, Seat #20 & Co-chair - jen.garcia7 @yahoo.com
San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
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San Francisco Cannabis State
Year I Recommendations
Ofﬁce of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

Note: NL = Not Legislated

_alization Task Force

Recommendatlon Sub- Category Public Safety

# Recommendatlon
i

Driving Under
the Influence

Local policy guidelines for drl\)lng under the 1nﬂuence should
1 |be developed that are based on behavior testing until science

(DUl based testing exists. NL
San Francisco should provide technical assistance to
California Highway Patrol {CHP) as they develop DU!
2 |protocols and standards. As part of this technical assistance,
San Francisco should explore the use of cannabidiol (CBD) as
an antidote to manage overconsumption, with the current
naloxone program as a potential model. NL
3 : DPH is in the process of crafting a public awareness campaign that will
San Francisco should develop and 1mplement a city-wide DUI include education around driving under the influence, per the Mayor's
public awareness campaign. NL request via the November 9, 2016 Executlve Directive.
Neighborhood
Safety Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and
applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application
process. The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to
residential and commaercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the
Cannabis Business the name, phone number, and email address 6f an
4 onsite community relations staff person who may be contacted
: concerning any problems associated with operation of the
San Francisco should develop cannabis business operating establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk and/or
standards to form part of the business permitting process. alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (i)
These standards would ensure that cannabis businésses are Prohibit loitering.in or around the Premises, and post notifications on
“good neighbors” to the communities in which they are the Premises advising persons of this prohibition.
located. Yes
Operating standards contemplated will require cannabis businesses to
Cannabis businesses should be [ike any other business in San ensure their space and the space surrounding their establishment is
> Francisco in appearance and manner: well-lit, clean, secure, remains free of llt’cer and is lit in @ manner that supports public
appropriate hours of operation, guidelinés for security, etc. Yes safety.
San Francisco Three top considerations for the San Francisco Police
Police Department (SFPD) when it is developing its criminal
Department enforcement and training strategies are;
(SFPD) NL
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force

Year I Recommendations

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

Recommendation

Inclyded

Rationale

Enforcement
and Training
Priorities

a) Strategies must represént community sensitivities and be
developed together with parents or an agent of family
representation;

NL

b) Strategies should be informed by subject matter experts in

-|all areas of the cannabis industry, and not simply police

officers training and/or educating other police officers;

NL

c) The SFPD should collaborate with Child Protective Services
to establish guidelines for determining the safety of a juvenile
in the custody of an impaired adult.

NL
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San Francisco Cannabis Stat.
Year I Recommendations

_alization Task Force

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

| # |Recommendation

Recommendation Sub-Category: Pubjic Consumption * -~ ¢

|_Included [Rationale

Meaning of the
Word “public””

San Francisco should aliow and create policy pathways for
smoking cannabis in public places that become privatized.
These pathways should follow rules set by the San Francisco
Department of Public Health for tobacco use.

No

The California Health and Safety Code states that the smoking of
cannabis or cannabis products is prohibited in any location where the
smoking of tobacco is prohibited. San Francisco has been a leader in
ensuring that everyone has the right to clean air and is not exposed to
second hand smoke. San Francisco’s policymakers have passed local
ordinances that include the prohibition of smoking of tobacco or any
other weed or plant products in public areas such as parks, recreation
areas and at certain outdoor events. As with the smoaking of tobacco,
passive exposure to marijuana smoke among children, nonsmokers,
and people who work in cannabis businesses is a concern, and the City
is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws. Therefore,
this legislation does not propose allowing smoking/vaping in public
places, except at medical cannabis dispensaries that received a prior
smoking-area designation from the Planning Department.

The smoking of cannabis should be allowed anywhere that
tobacco smoking is allowed. Indoor venues must provide
proper ventilation that addresses odor and smoke if smoking
is allowed indoors. |

Partial

Under California and San Francisco law, the smoking of tobacco is not
allowed in any place of employment, with a limited number of
exceptions. Under the proposed legislation, a permitted medical
cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area designation from the
Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its smoking/vaping
onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that, smoking/vaping is
not proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis locations in

" Ithe City. Note also that the proposed legislation requires such

dispensaries to meet ventilation guidelines that will be developed by
the Health Department.

The San Francisco City Attorney should prdvide further legal
guidance regarding consumption in public-private spaces, i.e.
where, when and how it could be done inthe City. )

No

Further clarification is not being sought by the City on this issue at this
time.
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
‘Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

Recommendation

# Included  |Rationale
On-site '
Consumption Under the proposed legislation, the City will allow on-site consumption
per Proposition of edible cannabis products. The Department of Public Health will issue
64 a separate permit to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite
consumption of edible products, and rules and regulations to that
10 effact will be forthcoming. Note that under the proposed legislation,
the definition of consumption does not include smoking/vaping. A
permitted medital cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area
designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain
its smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that,
.[San Francisco should allow on-site consumption at cannabis smoking/vaping is not proposed to be allowed at other commercial
retail locations. ' Partial cannabis locations in the City.
Under the law, The Department of Public Health will develop rules and
regulations governing the on-site consumption permit. These rules and
11 regulations will incorporate whatever consumption allowances the
San Francisco’s on-site consumption requirements should not State will provide for in its emergency regulations, to be released in
be stricter than those outlined in Proposition 64. Partial November, 2017.
Overconsumpti
on and
Encouraging
Safe and 12 |San Francisco and the Department of Public Health should The Department of Public Health is actively developing a public
Responsible collaborate with the cannabis industry and the community to awareness campaign focused on driving under the influence and youth
use Across the develop a health promotion strategy for preventing access and exposure. DPH will aim to include a variety of perspectives
City overconsumption and youth access. Yes in developing and implementing this campaign.
Recommendation Sub-Category;-Youth Access and Exposure w2 0w e L e T T e e LT e e
Education ‘
13 The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) should be
involved in developing age-appropriate cannabis education
for San Francisco schools’ health education program. NL
The SFUSD has an existing educational model focusing on
wellness centers and health-based classroom education that
should be used as the foundational framework for age-
14 |appropriate cannabis education. This framework should be
analyzed (via data review) to identify gaps and revitalize the
curriculum to effectively educate schoolchildren about
cannabis use. NL
Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis
15 |education programs should also capture children outside of
the SFUSD system. NL
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* San Francisco Cannabis Stat
Year I Recommendations -
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

Jlization Task Force

# |Recommendation - Included __|Rationale
Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis
education programs should be distributed in a collaborative
16 way across a variety of organizations, especially those that
are already engaged in these issues. To ensure this, San
Francisco should develop funding criteria for making grants, NL
17 |The State should vest decisions regarding student education
implementation and funding criteria solely in the counties. NL )
Preventing ' . The Health Department is conducting a health impact assessment that
Sales to Minors San Francisco should conduct research regarding access for draws together evidence from multiple sources to better understand
18 minors In the illicit market after the passage of Proposition the potential health impacts from legalization in San Francisco,
215 and in other states that have legalized cannabis for adult especially with regard to youth access and exposure. The Health
use in order to better understand how minors may access Department will continue to collaborate with research experts to
cannabis after adult use is legalized in California. NL monitor the impact of cannabis legalization on minors
Advertising : ’ ’
. State cannabis related advertising restrictions prohibit cannabis
advertising within 1,000 feet of schools, playgrounds, youth centers, or
19 day care centers. State law also prohibits advertising tooccurina |
. manner intended to encourage persons under 21 years of age to
The regulation of other industries, such as alcohol and consume cannabis or cannabis products. The City will work with the
tobacco industries, should serve as a model for monitoring state, regional and local partners to develop any necessary and
the effect of advertising on minors. Yes appropriate policies regarding monitoring of advertising to minors.
The San Francisco City Attorney should conduct research :
[ 20 |regarding the free speech limits to regulating cannabis
advertising at the local level. NL
_|San Francisco should conduct research to learn more about’
21 ithe strategies other adult use legalization states have used to
regulate advertising to protect youth. NL
San Francisco’s advertising regulating bodies must do
continuous forecasting to appropriately guard against “too The City will work with the state, regional and local partners, including
22 |much cannabis advertising” and be agile in adapting to local agencies that provide access to advertising opportunties, to
rapidly emerging social trends that could increase exposure develop any necessary and appropriate policies regarding monitoring
NL of advertising to minors.

to youth.
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommmendations
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017

Recommendation

Included

Rationale

Criminal
Diversion and
Decriminaligati
on Options for
Youth

23

it is unlikely that, even with the most robust cannabis
education programs for youth, there will be a zero percent
usage rate among minors in San Francisco - they may
continue to consume and/or sell in schools and other places.
in light of that, San Francisco schools should take a reality
and science-based disciplinary approach and rely on harm
reduction principles to manage such situations. For example,
for minors who commit cannabis-related offenses while at
school, suspension and expulsion should not be the default
tools used by schools to discipline students.

NL

Youth
Protection

24

San Francisco Unified School District should identify and
collaborate with key stakeholders to explore alternatives to
expulsion for youth facing disciplinary action for cannabis.

NL

25

|San Francisco should develop policies to proteét youth, e.g.

develop clearly labeled packaging requirements to prevent’
accidental cannabis consumption by youth.

Yes

transported off a permitted premises.

The legislation mirrors state requirements that all items sold must be
in a child resistant container and placed in an opaque package when

Recommenidation Sub-Category: Tourism/Hospitality ..

San Francisco
Cannabis
Culture

26
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develop policies that achieve an appropriate balance
between discretion and visibility of adult use cannabis
culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways
that allow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and
legal consumption spaces while preventing undesired
exposure for those who prefer limited interaction with the

a) Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent

Under the proposed legislation, the Department of Public Health will.
issue separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite
consumption of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to
that effect will be forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such
spaces for consumption purposes. A permitted medical cannabis
dispensary with a prior smoking-area designation from the Planning
Department will be allowed to maintain its smoking/vaping onsite
location for medical use only. Beyond that, smoking/vaping is not
proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis locations in the

unintended exposure Yes City.
The legislation allows for consumption of cannabis at retail locations
. that obtain an onsite consumption permit from DPH, and such
b)  Limit visibility of consumption in adult use retail consumption locations may not be visible from any public place or non-
storefront locations to prevent expoéuré from the street Yes age restricted area.
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San Francisco Cannabis State .
Year1 Recommendations :
Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 1Q'/16/2017

.zation Task Forc

Recommendation

Included

Rationale

c) Collaborate with tourism/hospitality stakeholders to
provide tourists with educational materials and information
about safe access and consumption of adult use cannabis.

Yes

The legislation requires distribution of a Responsible Consumption Fact
Sheet at the point of sale, the content of which will be created by DPH.
Moreover, the Office of Cannabis is working with SF Travel and the
Chamber to develop information for tourism/hospitality to remain
educated on the status of adult-use cannabis as well as responsible
consumption, etc.

27

the hospitality and tourism industry to develop pathways for
lodging establishments to become “cannabis-friendly,”
thereby providing a legal consumption space for tourists.
without access to a private residence.

No

This legislation does not create a pathwéy for the Department of Public|
Health to permit consumption in any space other than cannabis retail.

28

There is a notable desire within the culinary community to
incorporate adult use cannabis in dining
options/opportunities, including the use of cannabis as a
meal ingredient and the establishment of food/cannabis
pairing options. San Francisco should collaborate with key
stakeholders, such as culinary and hospitality organizations,
to develop strategies for increasing these opportunities for
restaurants and other food establishments. Strategies could
include:

a) Developing, proposing and pursuing a'state legislative
approach that would create an exemption for these types of
culinary experiences.

NL

Noted, and will review with the Mayor's Office to inform the City's

b} Development of a patron notification process for any food
establishment offering these opportunitles

NL

2018 state legislative agenda.

c) Development of mechanisms to determine the appropriate
distribution of cannabis-friendly dining venues throughout
the City.

NL

Tourist and
Resident
Experiences

San Francisco should collaborate with key stakeholders, such
as the Department of Public Health and tourism/hospitality
organizations, to develop educational materials for tourists
and residents that: ‘

T
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force
Year I Recommendations
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# [Recommendation Included |Rationale
The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and
.{implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is
also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information
' for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of
a) promote safe cannabis consumption Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc.
The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and
29 implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is
also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information
b) provide information on different product types and their - . for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of
physiological effects, and Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc.
The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and
implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is
also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information
¢) outline strategies to identify and manage for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of
overconsumption. Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc..
. While DPH is providing the content for the required Responsible
The educational materials should be made available in Consumption Fact Sheet, the City can translate this and can have it
various languages and formats (e.g. websites, brochureés, available in multiple languages for distribution at the point of sale and
signage, mobile applications, etc.}, and distributed where on the Office of Cannabis website. A general FAQ sheet will also be
adult use cannabis is allowed to be consumed and/or translated into all languages mandated through the Language Access
purchased, such as cannabis retail locations. Yes' Ordinance. ’
A While LEAD is a good model to provide baseline education for
San Francisco, in collaboration with key City Agencies and employees regarding the laws and regulations they are required to be
stakeholders, should develop educational materials and aware of and to follow, the City is not aware of existing education
30 ltrainings for cannabis retail licensees, their employees, and related to retail cannabis service. The Office of Cannabis would be
cannabis business license applicants on serving cannabis and happy to partner with city agencies and other stakeholders to identify
cannabis products safely, responsibly, and legally. The models and to ultimately ensure appropriate training occurs so that
Licensee Education on Alcohol and Drugs (LEAD) Program- employers and employees understand best practices related to
could serve as a model for this. Yes responsible service of cannabis and cannabis products.
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Recommiendation Sub-Category: Land Use

San Francisco should aIIow non- retall adult use cannabls uses

Non-Retail
Uses 1 (i.e. cultivation, manufacturing, distribution) and utilize the The legislation contemplates non-retail permits for cultivation,
existing Planning Code framework to establish land use manufacturing, testing and distribution and incorporates analogous
controls for those uses, Yes land use controls for these activities.
The existing Planning Code framework already addresses
distance to sensitive uses for non-retail businesses.
) Consistent with current regulations for non-retail medical
cannabis uses, non- retail adult use cannabis uses should L -
) ) The legislation does not apply sensitive use controls to all self-
therefore be exempt from distance requirements for A . . R
sensitive uses (e.g. schools, youth centers, etc.) contained/totally enclosed permit types: cultivation, manufacturing,
&6 2l P Yes testing, distribution and nonstorefront retail,
Retail Uses
Specifically, the following text is included: “With respect to any
application for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in
. e addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the
San Francisco should develop meaningful qualitative findings o . . ( ) . (d) .
1 o o Commission shall consider the geographic distribution of Cannabis
3 [for the Planning Commission and/or other commission(s) to " .
Lo X o Retail Uses throughout the City, the balance of other goods and
use when reviewing adult use retail applications. o < -~ .
services available within the general proximity of the proposed
Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth access and exposure to
cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any
Yes proposed measures to counterbalance any such increase.”
San Francisco should reduce the distance new cannabis The required minimum distance would be 600, which is 400’ less than
retailers can operate in proximity to sensitive uses to one presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some
that is less than the State- required 600 feet, Partial sensitive uses.
4
cisco should also measure this distance with & "pat| . . .
san Fran" 'sc uld also measure ¢ s distance path Straight-line- measurement would continue to be used; other
of travel" approach rather than a straight line, parcel to . ) ’ .
methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty
parcel measurement. . ) . ;
No and controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike.

San Francisco should develop reasonable quantitative
standards to regulate the location of, and permitting process
for, adult use retalil locations in San Francisco. These
standards should include, but are not limited to:
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Recommendation- Included |Rationale
a) Strategies to facilitate meetings between the applicant and .
neighboring community prior to the Planning Commission .
hearing and/or application process to address neighborhood The existing Pre-Application Requirements would apply to all MCDs in
concerns : Yes NC Districts
b) Strategies to prevent clustering {as discussed below) Yes A 300’ clustering reguirement would be created
c) Considerations for proximity to sensitive uses (as discussed A clear 600" minimum requirement only from schools would be
below) Yes established
As above, sensitive uses would be refined to only include schools and
San Francisco should further define and/or refine definitions : - R v N
“ . ” i the present 1,000’ minimum separation would be reduced to 600’,
of “sensitive uses” and expand locations in which new : \ . . .
, . . thereby allowing a greater range of geography in which cannabis
cannabis retailers could operate, where appropriate. . -
. Yes businesses could seek permission to operate.
San Francisco should consider varying approval processes
(e.g. neighborhood notice only; notice plus mandatory
Discretionary Review hearing; notice plus Conditional Use
Authorization; etc,) for different zoning districts, with more
rigorous review processes in Neighborhood Commercial
Districts or other locations which present potential land use - . . S
, . ) L NC Districts would generally require CU; Mixed-Use Districts would
conflicts and less rigorous processes in other districts, such as . . ; -
. o generdlly require neighborhood notice; Downtown Districts would
Downtown or industrial districts. .
Yes generally be as-of-right.
San Francisco should develop policies to prevent clustering of
adult use cannabis retailers. Strategies may include:
a} Use of “buffer zones” around other adult use retail
locations. The distance of these buffer zones should balance
both community concerns and business interests, with the
i ntin high trati retail locati . . el ,
?'m O,f prere . gto? 'gh a concen r.a fon of retai ocat.lo.ns A cannabis businesses could not locate within 300’ of another such
in a given district while also encouraging healthy competition. .
Yes business.
b) Stricter clustering provisions in.Neighborhood Commercial While the minimum clustering distance is the same throughout the
Districts to balance neighborhood concerns, and less strict - City, CU criteria applicable in NC districts require that the Commission
clustering requirements in other districts, such as Downtown i consider additional adjacencies and other factors such that a higher
or Industrial districts. ) Partial level of scrutiny would apply.

10
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San Francisco should include adult use cannabis retail
businesses in existing Formula Retail rules.
9 Note: Formula retail rules state that if an establishment has
eleven or more retail locations worldwide, it is subject to a
more stringent review and authorization process. . . R .
g P In the proposed ordinance, Cannabis Retail and MCDs are subject to
Yes Formula Retail controls,
San Francisco should allow retail locations in areas other than ” . . .
- In areas with floor-by-floor zoning controls, cannabis businesses would
10 {the ground floor, such as spaces located at basement level,
. be allowed on the basement, ground, and 2nd levels. In other areas
second floor or higher. : e f
Yes where allowed, cannabis businesses would be allowed on ali levels.
San Francisco should develop a mechanism to prioritize the
re-permitting of medical cannabis business operators who :
11 P & ' P s R The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who
were shut down by the federal government or lost their . . ) )
o ) e were in good standing with the City but were forced to close due to
original permit due to sale of building and loss of lease. . )
: - Yes federal intervention/enforcement.
San Francisco should align regulations for adult use cannabis ‘ ’
12 |retail signage on store fronts with regulations for other retail Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the
businesses. : Yes Planning Code changes.
MCD and Adult .
Use Retall Medical cannabis dispensaries have more stringent ADA
Zoning requirements to increase access for patients, which may not
Approval 13 be necessary for adult use retailers. Therefore, adult use
Processes cannabis retailers, as distinct from medical use cannabis
retailers, should not be subject to the heightened ADA . . ) ) .
requirements that currently apply to MCDs. ~ |Retailers would be required to retalrf medical as a use, therefore, their
Partial ADA requirements remain just as stringent as those of MCDs.
San Francisco should craft a reasonable process for current
medical cannabis dispensaries to transition into the adult use
market. A “transition” would include a medical dispensary
adding adult'use products or a medical dispensary switching
14 to an adult use business model. Such “grandfathered” :
dical cannabis busi h‘ db ot frof The proposed land use controls do provide a way for existing MCD to
medica cannat '_S t'USIIIWES;eS shou ) 'e ex;:ns rorg any convert to CRs. The provision exempts existing MCDs from more
new{ more restrictive fan x.Jse ijOVISlQnS atmay be restrictive clustering provisions, and exempts them from obtaining
applicable to adult use retail businesses. Yes

Conditional Use Authorization.

Recommendation Sub-Category: Social-Justice/Workforce Development .7 o 0 <ot

11
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Successful
Workforce

# |Recommendation Included |Rationale
San Francisco should collaborate with San Francisco City
College, San Francisco Unified School District, and other
workforce development organizations and key stakeholders,
to develop new or build upon existing training and
apprenticeship programs as workforce pathways for )

50 - . . ; ; .
individuals to participate in all aspects of the cannabis San Francisco Workforce does this for other sectors and will lead
industry (i.e. cultivation, laboratory testing, manufacturing, initiatives to incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach.
retail, etc.). These programs should increase opportunities for Once certification and licensing standards for employees are
individuals to enter the cannabis industry, but also be part of established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving
a broader workforce strategy to increase job opportunities in NL industry-recognized credentials.

’ The legislation does not contemplate stricter eligibility requirements -
than the state, notably around conviction history review. The '

San Francisco should ensure that those with a criminal justice legislation directs the Office of Cannabis to make every effort to
history are not automatically barred from job opportunities coordinate conviction history review with the state so both local and

16 |within the cannabis industry, and that license holders are state eligibility is defined at the beginning of the permitting process.
incentivized to hire people with a criminal justice history to Also, by implementing First Source standards, businesses will have
the extent possible, direct access to a pipeline of qualified but oftentimes disadvantaged
) candidates that include people whom have interacted with the criminal

-Yes justice system. ‘

17

San Francisco should create incentives (rather than
mandates) for cannabis businesses to hire local residents and
individuals from communities affected by mass incarceration.
The City should also create hiring preference policies for
residents who have moved out of the City due to the high
cost of living.

The legislation contemplates requiring participation in the First Source
Hiring Program for all permanent permit holders, meanirig businesses
would post any new entry-level positions with San Francisco’s
workforce system before posting those positions publicly (i.e. their
website, linked in, craigslist, monster, etc.). As a good faith effort (as
opposed to a mandate) First Source ensures that participating
businesses consider qualified San Francisco residents whom have
sought out workforce services before they begin recruiting for
candidates through more traditional hiring practices that may lead to
under representation by low-income or disadvantaged San
Franciscans. First source has proven to be a valuable tool for local
businesses in gaining access to a screened poo! of qualified candidates
for entry-level positions.

Yes
San Francisco should lower financia) barriers to enter the
cannabis industry by collaborating with workforce
18 |development organizations to provide high quality, free or , .
low-cost cannabis workforce trainings, which should include As mentioned earlier, San Francisco Workforce does do this for other
both online and in-person modalities. Yes

12

sectors and will incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach.
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#_|Recommendation Included _|Rationale
The cannabis industry is a dynamic field, and as-such, San
Francisco should collaborate with workforce development
19 organizations to provide continuing education to maintain a
well-trained, competent workforce and assure )
patient/consumer safety as new technologies and products . As mentioned earlier, San Francisco Workforce does do this for other
emerge. Yes sectors and will incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach.
While persons under the age of 21 are not eligible to be employed by a
commercial cannabis businesses, the San Francisco workforce system
includes a Provider exclusively dedicated to formerly incarcerated
San Francisco should create job opportunities and participants and their unique hiring needs. in addition both our Adult
mechanisms to educate, train, and hire formerly incarcerated |’ and Young Adult programs see a disproportionate number of
20 {persons, transitional age youth (age 18-21), and young adults participants with criminal backgrounds. These tend to be the people
(age 21-26). The City’s current process for hiring formerly that access workforce services because of the level of difficulty they
incarcerated persons could serve as a model. face when trying to find employment. The workforce system is .
’ designed to offer education and training pathways for its participants
to qualify for demand occupations. First Source is a proven mode! for
increasing access to job opportunities by participants in the workforce
Partial system
i k with key stakehold .
san Frarjusco shoulc! \_Nor, with key s ? ,e olders to de.velop TThe workforce system hosts job fairs regularly and can easily
mechanisms to publicize job opportunities and draw diverse . . : - , .
21 ) ; ) , incorporate cannabis employers and opportunities, OEWD’s business
candidates to the cannabis workforce, such as job fairs, . . . .
ublic education.campalens. or other pipelines _ services team can support communications strategies to increase
P campaigns, pip ’ NL awareness of the opportunities the industry creates.
San Francisco hat existing workfor licies . : ;
r 'S, should ensure t X, . & orce poticl Operators will be required to comply with all local and state safety,
and protections for wage and benefit rights are extended to . . . .
22 o ) wage and labor ordinances. Revisions to the legislation will
the cannabis industry workforce, such as connecting worker . . o . .
rights protections to the permitting process. contemplate including a detailed description of how the applicant will
B P ' Yes meet all state and local laws related to worker rights and protections.
. This could likely align with the City's existing health care sector
- |Post-legalization, there will be a need for [ab technicians with L Y g' . y . &
. . . , trainings. Once certification and licensing standards for employees are
23 |the capacity for testing cannabis products, and San Francisco ) . . L
. o o established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving
should invest in this capability. : - .
NL industry-recognized credentials, .

13
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Rationale

0€0L

Entrepreneurs
hip
Opportunities

24

San Francisco should engage workforce development
organizations, community-based organizations, community
members, and other key stakeholders to develop strategies
to reduce economic barriers for people of color, women, and
formerly incarcerated persons to enter the cannabis industry
as entrepreneurs. Strategies could include:’

The legislation pending before the Board of Supervisors proposes that
no applications for permanent commercial cannabis activity be made
available until an Equity Program has been established. This program is
intended to encourage a more equitable and inclusive local industry;
and it will be developed and informed by an Equity Access Report due
to the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor by November 1, 2017.

The Office of Cannabis is working on the Equity Report with the Human
Rights Commission and the Controller’s Office. The report will present
available data on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race,
income, economic status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender
identity, and HIV/AIDS status. It will also include recommendations
regarding policy options that could (A) foster equitable access to
participation in the industry, including promotion of ownership and
stable employment oppertunities in the industry (B) invest City tax
revenues in economic infrastructure-for communities that have
historically been disenfranchised, (C) mitigate the adverse effects of
drug enforcement policies that have disproportionately impacted
those communities , and (D) prioritize individuals who have been
previously arrested or convicted for marijuana-related offenses.

a) Consider a prioritized permitting process to help operators
reduce initial start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while
undergoing permitting process)

Partial

The legisiation does not currently contemplate reallocation of existing
funding for the purpose of subsidizing rent. However, the legislation
contemplates giving priority processing to Equity Applicants, a category
to be defined by the City this fall. Additional policies to support equity
operators will be further defined during the development of the
proposed Equity Program.

b} Creation of grants or other funding opportunities to assist
people of color, women, and formerly incarcerated persons
in achieving business ownership

No

This legislation does not currently contemplate the reallocation of
existing funding to assist people of color, women, and formerly
incarcerted persons from achieving ownership, however, this will be
one area the City will seek to address through the creation of an Equity
Program this fall.

¢) Equity licensing

Yes

This legislation contemplates only allowing eligible candidates access
to applications for a permanent permit to operate once an Equity
Program Is established. At the time applications are opened, it is
proposed that equity applicants receive priority review for permit
processing.

14
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Recommendation Included [Rationale
The Equity Program contemplated includes priority permit processing
and technical assistance to applicants who meet Equity Criteria.
: L . . ) Subsidized permitting and licensing fees will be contemplated during
d) Subsidized permitting and licensing fees the development of the Equity Program and may be reviewed when
the permit and license fee legislation is before the Board of Supervisors
Partial this fall.
e) Use of existing small business support structures and The Office of Economic and Workforce Development will do a survey of
programs as models, such as the Mission Economic all of small business support structures and programs, and this survey
Development Agency (MEDA), Minority-owned Business should be able to identify which programs cannabis businesses are
Enterprise {MBE), Women-owned Business Enterprise (WBE) eligible for today and where there may be any missing pieces. OEWD
programs, and others. ' ' : can then work with the City and State to identify potential funding
NL sources for additional programming that may be needed.
Due to federal cannabis prohibition, cannabis business
owners cannot easily access banking services, and therefore,
‘Imust operate 6n a largely cash-only basis. Thus, business
25 [ownership is limited to entrepreneurs with access to capital. While the federal priorities for the Office of Cannabis will reflect -
San Francisco should therefore advocate for a change in advocacy around changes to federal prohibition to align with state and
federal prohibition policy and explore opportunities to use . local law, this legislation does specifically speak to policies related to
City funding and/or local credit unions to provide banking NL allowing for city funding for banking services.
Proposition 64 »
Community
Zesngstment San Francisco should apply for Proposition 64 Commgnity
Reinvestment Grants and collaborate with key stakeholders
to allocate funding to programs that benefit the communities
targeted by the Proposition 64 grant funding. Program
priority areas could include:
¢ the educational system
26 |e childcare subsidies
» services for formerly incarcerated persons and other
communities affected by cannabis prohibition
* housing
* job creation
» behavioral health services
* criminal record expungement The City has engaged with the State on all funding opportunities and
will continue to proactively advocate for funding formula and compete
NL

15

for allocations that benefit San Francisco programs and communities. .
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27

San Francisco should encourage cannabis businesses to invest
in community benefit agreements that allocate resources to
community.

Yes

" IThe legislation proposes requiring a community benefits agreement

from all commercial cannabis businesses, which at a minimum requires
participation in the City's First Source Program. The legislation also
proposes priortizing permit processing based on the following: (1)
Applications from Equity Applicants;

(2) ‘Applications that, if awarded a permit, would contribute to the
continued access to Medicinal Cannabis for individuals who qualify to
use Medicinal Cannabis under California Health & Safety Code Section
11362.5; (3} Applications from Applicants that were operating a
Medical Cannabis Dispensary in compliance with the Compassionate
Use Act prior to September 1, 2016; (4) Applications that demonstrate
a commitment on the part of the Applicant to provide benefits to the
surrounding community, including but not limited to workforce’
opportunities and community benefits contributions; and (5)
Applications that, if awarded a permit, would provide forthe
continued employment of persons in the Cannabis industry.

- |Social Justice

28

San Francisco should include cultural competency trainings as

_ipart of the cannabis workforce development strategy.

NL

While the overall workforce strategy is not legislated through these
ordinances, the City can review ways to provide appropriate trainings
to employees. The Office of Cannabis seeks to better understand if
there is/are a specific cultural need(s) that the Task Force seeks to
address through this recommendation,

29

San Francisco should develop pathways, such as an amnesty
program, to encourage existing businesses to transition from
the illicit to legal market.

Yes

The City is facilitating a registration process for existing medicinal
cannabis businesses not currently permitted under Article 33 of the
Health Code. This regisration process allows San Francisco cannabis
businesses to provide the City with information including: Business
Registration Certificate, proof to occupy, location, verifiable date of
operation, etc. IF businesses have this information and they are
conforming to the Planning Code, the business will be subject to an
inspection. If the business passes the inspection and provides the City
with all necessary information, the business will be eligible for a
temporary permit to operate their medical cannabis business. This
temporary permit will authorize them to seek a temporary license from

the state beginning Jan 1. 2018.

16
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30

San Francisco and the San Francisco Police Department
should collaborate with community policing and diversion
programs to educate businesses ori the transition from the
illicit to legal market.

NL

31

The San Francisco District Attorney and Public Defenders
Offices should work to streamline the record expungement
and resentencing process for individuals with eligible

previoqs convictions as outlined in the Proposition 64.

Recommendation Sub Category Llcensmg

Licensing -
Local Industry
Licenses

San Francisco should develop a local adult use cannabis

thle the proposed leg|slat|on offers many types of permxts, it does
not allow for-all activities allowed by the state such as nurseries and

1 licensing system that aligns and builds upon the State license outdoor agriculture. All local applicants, except retail applicants, are
types and structure. not required to apply for an "M-Type" or and "A-Type" permit
Partial  |{although they will be required by the state)
San Francisco should consider creation of new l|cense types,
in addition to the State- defined license types, to
accommodate the diverse businesses within the adult use
cannabis industry in the City. Any newly created local license
types should be shared with the State and may include the
following:
5 1° New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking
license
« New category: Consumption lounge -
» New category: Events {e.g. commercial events and farmers’
markets, etc.} The legislation only contemplates permit types that align with existing
state license types established by MAUCRSA at this time.
The City should also explore the possibility for one-day event Manufacturing is allowed, and consumption will be allowed at retail
permits. locations, under certain conditions. Special event permits are not
No contemplated in this legislation. ’
The legislation allows cultivators, manufacturers and distributors the
San Francisco should support opportunities for existing opportunity to conduct medicinal and adult use related activities on
3 businesses to participate In the cannabis industry by allowing their premises. The legislation requires retailers to either conduct only
for dual (i.e. the ability to sell both non-cannabis & cannabis medical, or adult-use and medical activities on their premises. No
products) licensing opportunities. solely adult-use retall activity is permitted under the proposed
Yes legislation.

17
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Recommendation Included  |Rationale
‘ Similar to DPH's approach to onsite consumption at retail locations,
In order to provide a consumption space, San Francisco San Francisco has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the right
should consider waiving licensing requirements for smoking to clean air and is not exposed to second hand smoke. Because the
tents at special events where there is no cannabis City is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws, this
distribution. legislation does not contemplate permitting smoking tents at special
No events. )
Proposition 64 includes a Type 7 = Manufacture 2 license for
sites that manufacture cannabis products using volatile
solvents. In planning for these uses, San Francisco should use .
the Planning Department’s zoning map for volatile - |This legislation proposes zoning volatile solvent manufacturing orily in
manufacturing and only issue Type 7 = Manufacturer 2 locations where such activity would be allowed in an analogous use,
licenses in these permitted areas. ' Yes such as in PDR-1-G, PBR-1-D, and PDR-2.
Licensing - . .
Local San Francisco should consider workforce licensing
Workforce requirements that create uniform standards across
Licensing businesses. The City should work with relevant stakeholders Professional licenses are generally implemented at the state level, and
to identify abpropriate training requirements that achieve a because this is statewide activity, the City believes this should remain a
balance between creating minimum standards that do not state responsibility. With that said; the creation of standardized licensing
also create a barrier to entering the industry. The City should |requirements for workforce would allow individuals to train for clearly
consider various job training formats (e.g. on-the-job training, identified skills that meet the needs of the employer making them more
apprenticeship certification, continuing education, shadow successful at gaining employment. it is important that these standards be
programs at dispensaries, etc.) and leverage existing universal acrfnss geographies, ‘ensuring tha’F the worker P.Ias a broad market
programs to develop and implement adult use cannabis plgce for their skills ar‘1d allowing them to find the best fit for‘themselves.
. . . . The Office of Economic and Workforce Development and their workforce
workforce education and training. The following entities . . s . :
. s providers ensure that all trainings they provide give participants the skiils
could be involved in this effort: . : .
§ i they need for licensure (for example guard cards for security guards}.
* Office of Small Business )
» City College of San Francisco and other community colleges The Office of Economic and Workforce Development as well as the Office of
* San Francisco Unified School District Cannabis can plan to participate-in discussions for license establishment at
* Charter or private schools the state level to ensure that such standards meet the needs of both our
* Unions workforce and businesses. The City can then implement such standards
* Oaksterdam University within OEWD/partner trainings to ensure that the warkforce participants
¢ Patient Focused Certification Program — Americans for Safe are able to get the licenses needed to move into the workforce.
Access :
NL

18
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#_|Recommendation Included [Rationale .
Licensing - Non- While the City is not creating non-profit specific permits for 2018 (as
Profit Licenses defined by MAUCRSA) the City is contemplating an allowance for
San Francisco should encourage the non-profit mode! and compassion programs, with certain restrictions, so that low income
7 |make non-profit licenses available for cannabis organizations patients are able to continue to access medical cannabis at reduced
that provide compassion programs and supportive services. cost. A report to that effect will be released by the Office of Cannabis
in consultation with the Department of Public Health, and Controller’s
Partial Office on November 1, 2017.
Deliveries San Francisco should consider a local license that would allow
for adult use mobile delivery/retail services without the brick
and mortar retail requirement. Adult use cannabis retailers
g that possess a delivery-only license should have a hub, or
centralized location, to process orders. In-home cannabis ]
businesses could have impacts on residential neighborhoods, The legislation proposes permits for nonstorefront retail delivery.
so these hubs should be in non-residential or live/work Zoning for this activity will mirror zoning requirements for distribution
commercial zoning locations. Yes activity. .
. Delivery drivers will be required to carry a manifest for each order. It is
contemplated that the manifest will include: 1) Permit name and
) number, 2) Name of purchaser and date of birth, 3) date and time
‘ . ' order was placed, 4) a description of the product ordered and amount,
Delivery drivers will need proof of autharity to fill delivery ‘p ) P : P '
i . and 5) delivery address. These requirements have been contemplated
orders. The driver should possess an order manifest that . . .
) - ) ) in order to meet state regulations related to delivery. To-date,
includes patient name, order date, delivery date, business , ] .
9 - i ) MAUCRSA requires delviery personnel to carry a physical copy of the
name, items ordered, and order time. However, delivery . K . . X
. ; ] . delivery request requires the delivery personnel to make it available
address should not be included, as inclusion of this . ; :
information may pose a safety risk to consumers upon request of the licensing authority and law enforcemgnt officers,
’ however, the City expects that mandatory manifest information will be
further clarified in the State's emergency regulations. To discourage
"maobile delivery” the City is requiring each order have a specific
destination prior to departure from the nonstorefront retail delivery
Partial location. )
The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to meet
San Francisco should allow permitted medical cannabis 'g ) p P . d & p' -
. . . . certain application requirements and operating standards to be eligible
10 {dispensaries that currently operate delivery services to . s \ .
. . L to deliver. If the retailer meets these requirements they may continue
continue to provide deliveries. ) ; . '
Yes to deliver cannabis. )
‘ The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to seek
authorization to deliver, and as a part of their applications,
1 Delivery drivers should receive appropriate training to retail/delivery will be required to sign a statement affirming that they
minimize potential safety risks. will provide training to all employees concerning the laws governing
sales and delivery, and to attend that the operator will take steps to
Yes ensure the personal safety of their employees.

19
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MCDs and i
- |Adult Use 12 San Francisco should allow cannabis retailers to participate in T L . . o . .
both the medical cannabis and adult use cannabis markets. e legislation proposes requiring all retailers to maintain their medical
Market Yes use while allowing them to add adult use to their location.
Participation The licensing process for medical cannabis dispensaries As proposed, MCDs would be permitted as of right in all commercial

13 [should not be more restrictive than that for adult use retail zoning districts, but require a Mandatory DR or CU, depending on the
licensees. ' Yes district, in Neighborhood Commercial Districts.

The legislation states: In reviewing applications for Cannabis Business

permits, the Director shall give priority to:

(1) Applications from Equity Applicants;

(2) Applications from Applicants that were operating a Medical
San Francisco should consider creating a licensing priority for Cannabis Dispensary in compliance with the Compassionate Use Act
current medical cannabis dispensary operators in operation prior to September 1, 2016;

14 {as of, or prior to, September 1, 2016, to apply for adult use (3) Applications that demonstrate a commitment on the part of the
cannabis licenses. This aligns with Proposition 64’s existing Applicant to provide benefits to the surrounding community, including
licensing priority provision. but not limited to workforce opportunities and community benefits

contributions; and
(4) Applications submitted by all other Applicants.

Recommendation Sub-Category: Taxation and Reévenue

Yes

. |Taxation

15

Proposition 64 establishes State adult use cannabis taxes. To
complement the State’s taxation system, San Francisco
should consider establishing local cannabis taxes to generate
revenue that may be allocated to local cannabis legalization
priorities not already funded through state taxes or other
funding mechanisms. :

The Mayor issued Executive Directive 16-05 on November 9, 2016, that
directed his Budget Director to consult with the Controller, Treasurer
and Tax Collector, and other stakeholders to propose taxation and
permitting fees related to the production and distribution of cannabis
products. He also asked staff to consult with other American
jurisdictions that allow for non-medical cannabis use to survey their
taxation and fee methods, to Incorporate lessons learned. This
cannabis tax working group will make recommendations for a local
ballot measure to tax commercial cannabis activity. These

NL conversations have just begun.
If San Francisco decides to implement local adult use
cannabis taxes, the City should consider up to a 1% excise tax
16 |OT 87OSS receipt tax. The State will impose a 15% excise tax on
adult use cannabis. Therefore, the local tax should not ) o : : .
, the local excise - ouldn While a specific percentage has not been settled on, the City sesks to
exceed 1%, to prevent consumers from purchasing from the . . ,
o A . ensure & rate that does not shift businesses and consumers back to the
illicit market due to taxes that are perceived to be too high. NL

illicit market
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#_|Recommendation Included  [Rationale
Given that the cannabis industry currently operates primarily
17 on a cash-only basis, San Francisco’s Office of the Treasurer ‘
should create a mechanism to collect local adult use cannabis | The Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector is experienced in
taxes. NL receiving and handling cash.
Revenue
Allocation ) )
Priorities San Francisco should consider allocating some potential State
and local adult use cannabis tax revenue towards the City’s
local regulatory, policy, and programmatic goals with respect
to cannabis legalization. Allocation priorities include, but are
not limited to: '
18 {» Workforce development
* Entrepreneurial opportunity fund While not legislated, the Equity Report requested by the Board of
* Education for students and youth Supeyvisors will contain sorme recommendations related to the
* Education and training for formerly incarcerated persons possible investment of City tax revenues in economic infrastructure for
* Community-identified priorities (e.g. community benefit communities that have historically been disenfranchised. The Office of
agreements) Cannabis, Human Rights Commission and Controller will contemplate
this recommendation when drafting the report and requisite
NL _{recommendations.
Data Collection . ‘ . .
San Francisco should use an evn.denc?—'base«d appl.'oac‘h to Data collection is not cdrrently contemplated in this legislation,
in.form future adult use cannabls polncxe.s and' legislation. The however, the Office of Cannabis is working to define methods of data
19 (City shoEJId engage k‘ey ftakeholders t? identify and coll'ect collection and scope, and will incorporate this collection plan into their
. appr?pn‘ate data points to assess the impact of cannabis 2018 work plan. The Office will seek to use data to inform future policy
legalization. NL recommendations for the Mayor and Board of Supervisors.
Recommendation Sub-Category: Agency Oversight ‘ - 2 : L L ' o o
Local TR developing an appropriate local regulatory T reguiatory
Regulatory and oversight structure for adult use cannabis, San Francisco
Regulatory should consider the following.characteristics to ensure
Oversight success for the entities responsible for regulation:
Structure : _F;ﬁ:;e);nswe The role of the Office of Cannabis is to implement the regulatory and
20 ¢ Accountable permitting policies crafted by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors, and
« Strong leadership to track and analyze data to inform future policymaking related to
» Transparent cannabis activity. This legislation provides a transparent structure that
« Promote certainty in process allows for appeals of Director decisions to a third party hearing officer
« Multi-agency collaborative model and then to the Board of Appeals for instances such permit issuance,
Yes - |suspension.and revocation of permits.
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# |Recommendation Included _|Rationale
San Francisco should consider new and/or existing regulatory
and regulatory oversight structures for adult use cannabis
regulation. Options would include the following:
¢ Option 1: Standalone agency with its own staff and
271 commission -
* Option 2: Standalone agency with'its own staff, no
commission .
¢ Option 3: Part of an existing agency or agencies In the summer of 2017, the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor
Note: Task Force further developed this recommendation in established an Office of Cannabis (OOC) under the direction of the City
Year Il - please see "Other" tab for more information. Administrator. This office is authorized to have three positions '
NL including the Director.
Local A .
oca gen'cy San Francisco should anticipate that numerous City agencies
Collaboration . . . . . .
will have a role in adult use cannabis regulation. City agencies
that may play a role in-adult use cannabis regulation include,
but are not limited to the: Department of Public Health,
22 |Police Department, Planning Department, Fire Department,
Tax Cc'JIIector’s‘O.fﬂce, Departme‘nt of Bu”d].ng inspection, San In the legislation; these departments are called "referring
Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, and " e s
. . . departments" and each department maintairis existing permitting and
Department of Public Works. The cannabis regulatory role-of . . e oat ):
each azency should be distinct and not overla inspecting responsibilities (except for the proposed sunsetting of DPH's
gency r'ap- Yes final permitting role under Article 33)
Track and.Trace| - Each operater will be required to comply with track and trace. The Cit
Proposition 64 establishes a State-level track and trace P . 'q . Py ¥
N ) . has engaged thé CDFA in their development of the system to request
monitoring system to track cannabis from seed to sale. This SR -
23 ; . . . o participation in the user outreach and development. The goal is to
State system is sufficient for local cannabis tracking within ) .
. make this a useful tool for not just the state, but also.appropriate
San Francisco. . .
Yes agencies in San Francisco. :
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Non-Retail

Licensing
Elements -
General

San Francisco should make local permits for non-retail businesses
available for all MCRSA and AUMA license categories and
microbusinesses. San Francisco should not license large cultivation
though State permit 3 or permit 5.

San Francisco is proposing to make Indoor cultivation permits available for
operations with up to 22,000 square feet of canopy. The legislaton also
proposes to allow for volatile and non-volatile manufacturing, distribution,
micrabusiness, and testing. The leigslation does not not propose a nursery
permit due to the little information provided by the state related to this
activity, however, it may contemplate this permit in the future, and after the

Partial |state issues emergency regulations associated with this business activty.
In addition to the State-defined license types, the following local
license types should be created: ’
» New category: Virtual dispensary (i.e. physical location used for '
delivery with no walkin retait)
« New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking license
s New category: Consumption lounge, bring your own product
(entertainment, restaurants, yoga studio, gym)
* New Category: Temporary Events, Cannabis Cup/Cultural Events,
and Farmers Market examples
The above licenses would not include retail activity, except in the , )
case of microbusinesses. While the legislation contemplates nonstorefront retail delivery and ,
. ] . . : ) manufacturing permits, it does not contemplate a stand-alone baking permit,
Note: Manufacturing 6B, consumption lounge and events with nor does it contemplate permits for standalone consumption lounges and
retail activity to be addressed later under retail licensing topic area. - special events. Much of this has to do with concerns related to environmental
) Partial |health, as well as state restrictions on where cannabis may be consumed.
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Recommendation Include [Rationale
Consumption lounges and temporary events should be allowed in
San Francisco. The City should look into whether a license is
necessary in these cases. )

The proposed legislation does not allow for temporary events. It does allow

Partial |for consumption spaces/lounges at permitted cannabis retaif locations.
San Francisco should issue standalone permits for non-retail
:}15|nesse.s; meanllgi no preylodus aff":t'?:h\m;h me'dlcal cannabis We are not requiring proof of being affiliated with an existing MCD as an
ispensaries would be required as part of the licénsing process. Yes |eligibility requirement for non-retail and delivery permit applicants.

The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts
The non-retail permitting process in SanFrancisco should be DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application
streamlined and efficient. ) process with an eye towards streamlining and for the development of the

Yes (final application system. )
In the non-retail permitting process, existing permit holders in good
standing or those who have been displaced as a result of federal
intervention should receive priority processing and licensing status
in the City and County of San Francisco. This recommendation The legislation contemplates giving retailers who were operating in good
should not conflict with Social Justice prioritized permitting standing post 1996 and were forced to close due to federal internvention
processing recommendations. Yes |access to applications in phase [/2018.
San Francisco should respond to all State inquiries regarding local While not legislated, the Office of Cannabis intends to work closely with our -
permits in a timely manner. state counterparts on all processes related to.local permit and state licensing
NL |approvals,including criminal history and over concentration review,

Security and Federal Government: Local Licensing agencies should
do everything within their legal power to prevent disclosure of
sensitive business and personal information to federal agencies. To
redL{;:: tl’_‘ﬁ nsiof.thtlaftélocal Ilgedr‘lsmg agen.cies Shl‘?UId ZZEP non- The City intends to protect information related to operations of San Francisco
retait faci 't}' physica :‘ dre:s;es .1sfcreet, ‘_N'th malling addresses as based operators in good standing from federal enforcement to the extend
an appropriate way of providing information. NL |allowed by law.
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# |Recommendation Include [Rationale
Non-Reatil
Licening -
Elements - Existing local and State laws and regulations cover many of the
Licensing desired requirements for
Requiremen non-retail cannabis businesses. As such, the requirements for non-
ts retail licensing should v
. 8- 1align with these local and State laws and regulations, Including:
» Board of Equalization (BOE) Sellers permit requirements
* Articles of Incorporation Local operating standards for all cannabis businesses, including non-retail,
“|e Labor laws will require applicants to share with the City all-information they share with
» Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards the state for a state license. The Office of Cannabis will also use the operating
standards defined by the state through emergency regulation as the City's
Yes |baseline operating standards.
Non-retalil license applicants should be required to provide the
following supporting
documentation to the City of San Francisco, as part of the licensing
process, depending on '
the nature of the of the activity:
. |* Hazardous materials and waste storage plan
9 |e State nursery program inspection
¢ Building inspections from the Department of Building Inspection
{DBI) '
* Fire Department documentation
* Documentation of alignment with Agricultural Department best -
practices ’ -
» Security plans -|All of these recommendations are encompassed in the proposed application
requirements except the "State nursery inspection program" suggestion. The .
. Yes |legislation does not propose a nursery permit.
An annual inspection and a review of documents by a licensing
agent should be required for non-retail license renewal. The
10 Jinspection and document review should ensure compliance with. Operators will be required to havean annual inspection, and they will also be
State and local regulations and good standing with the Board of required to update all information on file in their application prior to
Equalization (BOE). ’ Yes [renewingthe permit to operate.
11 San Francisco should issue local non-retail licenses to the operator, Permits will be issued to the permittee. Permits for cannabis activity are tied
and take steps to ensure that licenses are portable. . Partial |to a permittee, location, and ownership structure (to an extent).
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# [Recommendation Include [Rationale
Dual
Medical and
Adult 12 San Francisco should not make a distinction between medical and -
Cannabis adult use permitting for non-retail busmes'ses. |For all non-retail permits, we did not include a distinction for adult-use vs.
Licensing Yes |medical use.
Personal 13 Personal, noncommercial cultivation should not require a license in
Cultivation San Francisco.

Yes

These ordinances do not create personal cultivation permits.

Recommendation Sub:Category: Social Justicg <1 i L

Strategies

14

San Francisco should engage community members in the target
populations (people of color, women, transitional-age youth ages 21-
24, and formerly incarcerated persons), workforce development
organizations, community-based organizations, and other key
stakeholders to develop strategies to reduce economic barriers to
enter the cannabis industry as workforce or entrepreneurs.

Yes

applications for permanent commerci
until an Equity Program has been established. This program is intended to
encourage a more equitable and inclusive local industry; and it will be
developed and informed by an Equity Access Report due to the Board of
Supervisors and the Mayor by November 1, 2017.

The Office of Cannabis is working on the Equity Report with the Human Rights
Commission and the Controller’s Office. The report will present available data
on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race, income, economic
status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, and HIV/AIDS
status, It will also include recommendations regarding policy options that
could (A) foster equitable access to participation in the industry, including
promotion of ownership and stable employment opportunities in the industry
(B) invest City tax revenues in economic infrastructure for communities that
have historically been disenfranchised, (C) rmitigate the adverse effects of
drug enforcement policies that have disproportionately impacted those
communities , and (D) prioritize individuals who have been previously
arrested or convicted for marijuana-related offenses.
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Recommendation

Include

Rationale

15

"{San Francisco should prioritize the following strategies for

development:

a) A prioritized permitting process to help operators in the target
populations reduce initial

start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while undergoing permitting
process). Existing businesses should be prioritized first, followed by
operators in the target population. If the cannabis regulatory agency
places a cap on the number of licenses, this prioritization model
should be revisited. ' N )

b) An equity licensing program, which would include:

» Entrepreneurship grants and other funding opportunities to assist
people of color,

women, and formerly incarcerated persons in achieving business
ownership {funded

by cannabis taxes)

» Subsidized permitting and license fees

* Access to small business support programs and incubator services,
such as the

W, H H-N = maie Do H nk A mevs [RACNAL COMDE Al aeidu

Partial

a) The proposed legislation prioritizes Equity applicants and then existing
businesses, notably those who have been in operation prior to September 1,
2016. This Is to allow Equity applicants to keep pace with the evolution of the
industry. Naturally, existing businesses are established and may have more
capacity to evolve at a pace that Equity applicants may not, and that Is one
reason why Equity applicants were prioritized first. b) Funding opportunities,
subsidized fees and access to additional services may ail be contemplated in
the creation of the program. The only component contemplated in this
legislation, other than the priority review and processing, is technical
assistance. Additional strategies may be contemplated during the

development of the Equity Program.
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# IRecommendation Include [Rationale
San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and .
16 |process for businesses to acquire non-retail licenses, and existing Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are
- _|businesses should be allowed to operate for a period of one year Yes |eligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018.
" |San Francisco should ensure local regulatory agencies’ non-
cooperation with federal law enforcement authorities via a San
17 Francisco local ordinance. Additionally, the Board of Supervisors » .

. should endorse AB 1578 or analogous state legislation for California Non-cooperation is not specifically called out in this legislation, and the 2017
State law enforcement non- cooperatxon with federal law legislative session has concluded During the session, AB 1578 was ordered
enforcement authorities. No [inactive.

Stakeholders The following entities could be xnvolved in the aforementioned
social justice-focused
efforts:
* Neighborhood associations
|» Community business support programs {e.g., MEDA) and other
local business
18 |associations
« City College of San Francisco ‘
» Potential and current cannabis employees and entrepreneurs,
including formerly The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of
incarcerated people, women, and people of color stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social
o Landlords justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way
« Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) NL |precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future. -
Recommendation Sub-Category:.Community Engagement - i T I L e T e L
Strategies
) Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and
applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application process.
San Francisco should develop cannabis non-retail business operating The proposed standards are the following: (i} Provide to residential and
standards to form part of the non-retail business permitting process. commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the Cannabis Business the
These standards should ensure that cannabis businesses are “good name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations
1g |neighbors” to the communities in WhiCh they are located. These staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with
standards should be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies operation of the establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk
na non-dlscreponary m'anr!er (eg. st:fmda rd s.et Of rul.es and and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii)
consequences, such as citations or notices of violation if rules are Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the
broken). Premises advising persons of this prohibition. Notice of Violation + permit
suspension and recovation (+ appeals pathways) are contemplated in the
Yes |legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these.
Cannabis non-retail businesses, when located within 300 feet of a :
Residential or Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District, must .
20 {conduct a pre-application meeting as part of the licensing process While this is not contemplated in the legislation, the Office of Cannabis is
and notify all residents within 300 feet. The licensing entity would considering amendments to iricorporate more community outreach as part of
oversee this process. ' No ({the application process,
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# |Recommendation Include Ratioq#a_le ' . _ ' '
The Office of Cannabis has a website and will seek to use it as a platform to
. . . disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full
The regulatory agent:y or a'genmes over'seemg the cannabis |.ndustry transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The
21 should make can'nabis business reg'ul'at.;ons clear and accessible to website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for
' the gen'eral public so that the public s informed and aware of the comment from members of the public, etc. and provides a place for members
regulatlons; of the public to comment regarding how the website can be a better tool for
Yes |their use.
As mentioned for this recommeéndation in Year I, we are not aware of a
model for CA cannabis regulatory compliance training, similar to LEAD. With
All employees of non-retail cannabis businesses should receive that said, the Office of Cannabis would be happy to partner with city agencles
22 |regulatory compliance training within six months of hiring similar to and other stakeholders to identify models and to ultimately ensure
California Alcohol and Beverage Control LEAD training. appropriate training occurs so that employers and employees understand
best practices related to responsible service of cannabis and cannabis
NL {products.
23 For the sake of public saffety, non-retail businesses Sh.OUId not aim to Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the Planning
draw unnecessary attention to themselves through signage. :
Yes |Code changes.
Stakeholders The following entities are stakeholders in the City’s community
engagement efforts for
" Inon-retail:
* Businesses
* Residents
* San Francisco Department of Public Health
24 ¢ San Francisco Police Department
* San Francisco Fire Department
* San Francisco Unified School District . ‘
« Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) -|The City, through the Office of Cannabis, has been engaging many of these
e Office of Small Business stakeholders to assist with the development of: registration inspection
« Other San Francisco City agencies/departments and potential standards, components of the local regulatory structure, and policy options
overarching cannabis . |to address the future needs of San Francisco with the implementation of
regulatory agency NL {commercial cannabis activity in 2018.
Tourism and | {San Francisco should create a certification program for non-retail '
Hospitality tour companies in alignment with existing tour bus regulations.
. Regulations and clear enforcement processes should be established
25 for bus size, bus drivers, and smoking in vehicles, and to mitigate
traffic congestion, safety concerns, noise, odors, and waste as a The legislation contemplates allowing for tours of certain facilities in 2019,
result of tours. Regulations should also set an upper limit on the - but only after policies are established that address policy priorities such as
number of visitors and tour frequency in order to maintain the non- those outlined here: mitigating neighborhood impacts, address potential
Partial |congestion and parking impacts, etc,

retail nature of the facility.
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# IRecommendation lInclude [Rationale
Public safety education (e.g., regarding specific regulations) should
2 be required for tour companies. Tour cornpanies should be required B
to distribute cannabis education materials to patrons as part of the
tour. ' ' NL  |See above.
27 Tour companies should be required to designate a community
liaison to address concerns and respond to community inquiries. NL {Seeabove.
The legislation requires a waste disposal plan from all operators, and requires
Youth " |Non-retail cannabis-related waste material should be stored and trash to be contained and disposed of purusant to garbage and recycling
Access and 28 disposed of secure]y in orderto prevent diversion to youth. receptable guidélines to be developed by DPW. This will include locking
Exposure Yes |(receptacles..

Recommendatlon Sub -Category: CrOSS-Cuttlng Technlcal and Communlty Engag

Land Use
Types

San Francisco should allow sales of cannabis products as an
accessory use (i.e, where the selling of cannabis is not the location’s
primary use), develop regulations to specify how cannabis products
should be separated from non-cannabis products and how
accessory levels of cannabis product shouid be defined, and develop
mechanisms to enforce these regulations. Options for regulating the
sale of cannabis as an accessory use could include:

a. Limiting the type of cannabis products sold to pre-packaged
cannabis products only

b. Restricting cannabis products to an area of a business where
minors are.prohibited -

¢. Enclosing cannabis products in a locked box that an employee
would unlock upon request

Partial

While the Planning Code legislation allows for accessory use, it defers that
option to the creation of an Accessory Use permit from the Office of
Cannabis. This permit type is not being offered at this time, however, once
the City better understands state regulations associated to accessory use
activity, we will begin to have more focused conversations related to
accessory use - policies to regulate, inappropriate vs. appropriate accessory
use locations, etc - in an effort to create a pathway for the thoughtful

implementation and regulation of accessory use retail in the future.
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Land Use
Landscape

To create a desired mix of businesses and limit displacement of
other land use types (e.g., other businesses and housing), San
Francisco should:

a. Expand locations where new cannabis businesses could operate
to include all zoning

districts where their conventional equivalents are allowed to
operate.

b. Establish a buffering distance between primary cannabis retail
businesses. ’

c. Allow cannabis business that are in compliance with requirements

-~ |“as of right” in

specifically zoned areas.
d. Add cannabis retailers to the formula retail list.

Yes

a. We allow Cannabis Retail in all zoning districts that allow commercial
activity, except for NC-1 zoning Districts. Only retail oberations with a
microbu§iness licenses can operate.in PDR districts.

b. the ordinance established a 300’ buffer around cannahis businesses.

¢. In most commercial districts cannabis retail will be allowed as-of-right, the
notable exception being NC Districts. For non-retail, most of the cannabis
activities are allowed as of right.

d. In the proposed ordinance, Cannabis Retail and MCRs are subject to
Formula Retail controls.

Cannabis businesses should be subject to review by an appropriate
agency to determine the ,
conditions the business would need to comply with.

Yes

Businesses will be subject to review by multiple referring ageﬁcles to
determine conditions of their permits. These agencies include DPH, SFFD,
SFPD, and OOC. ‘

San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path of
travel" approach rather than a straight line, parcel to parcel
measurement. “Path of travel” is defined as the shortest legal
distance travelled on foot from the doorway of the business.

No

The legislation proposes to continue to use straight-line measurement; other
methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty and
controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike.

ST TTAICITU STTOUTU TEUTLE ITE U dTICE TTEW LATTTTIdUL TELdNETS Cdll
operate in proximity to sensitive uses to 500 feet. Existing MCDs in
good standing would be grandfathered, and not be subject to new
distance requirements when applying for adult use licenses.

Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on a distance of
500 feet from sensitive uses. Discussion points and concerns related
to proximity to sensitive uses were as follows:

* A distance of 500 feet was proposed to align with San Francisco’s
current distance

requirements for tobacco.

» Some Task Force members expressed concerns that distances less
than the State standard

of 600 feet would be contrary to public opinion, and cannabis
retailers may be more

susceptible to federal raids, business closures, and mandatory
sentencing, i.e. harsher

sentencing for sale of cannabis within school zones.

* Some Task Force members supported a distance less than 500

font hat ace o o meeiin foaviaimed saith ko af, wanmdinnead

Partial

The required minimum distance would be 600’, which is 400’ less than
presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some
sensitive uses. As proposed, existing operating MCDs' locations are
grandfathered.
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# [Recommendation Include [Rationale
San Francisco should pro’cect cannabis retailers and other license
holders in good standing from the impacts of future sensitive uses
6 (that may locate nearby. This means that if a new sensitive use opens
within the defined radius of an existing cannabis business, the
existing cannabis business should be allowed to continue operation. Yes |Existing laws cover this already.
Businesses that sell cannabis as an accessory use should undergo a This is not contemplated.in the legislation at this time, however, it will be
7 |different land use approval process as compared to non-accessory addressed legislatively at the time if/when accessory use permlts are made
uses. NL [|available.

" [The proposed ordinance includes a provision that allows existing MCDs to
convert to Cannabis Retail without CU authorization, or being subject to the
new location restrictions. Existing non-retail businesses should not need to

g |EXisting cannabis businesses should undergo a less restrictive land receive new land use entitlements as long as they already have them. Those
use approval process as compared to new businesses. non-retail businesses that operated without the benefit of a permit will have
to establish the use at the sute, which-may require a change of use application
. or CU authonzatlon
Recommendation Sub-Category: Technical® i - i i i ‘ S
Land Use : ‘
Types
San Francisco should establish a cannabis ‘restaurant/food’ license,
with guidelines to prevent
cross contamination. Examples of possible guidelines:
a. Restaurant Infusions Onsite: Required Patron Notification of a) Not clear that this activity is currently allowed - the state current prohibits
cannabis products, Chef-prepared onsite for retail sale the manufacture of any product considered a potentially hazardous food.
9 |b. Bakery Prepared onsite retail & wholesale sales Edible cannabis is also not allowed to provide more than 10 milligrams of THC
c. Commercial Kitchen to permit infusions (e.g., baking with non- per serving and distribution must be uniform. Finally product mut be labeled
volatile substances) and packaged in final form before sale. b) & ¢ ) Same as above., If the final
d. Accessory Use Permit; Existing small business seeking to add retail product needs time temperature controls to maintain it's quality and safety
cannabis products, specific Land Use approval not required, then it is not eligible for development and consumption. e) The City believes
assuming zoning is appropriate. the state needs to provide more guidance re: accessory use, and then further
' conversations need to occur related to appropriate location and controls for
No |this type of activity before permiting this activity.
The legislation contemplates allowing for retailers to have consumption
lounges on their premises with DPH approval. The existing 8 onsite
. . . . consumption lounges for smoking/vaping would be eligible to remain if the
10 San Francx‘sco should consider a land use designation for retailer maintains their medical activity and does not add adult-use activity to
consumption lounge. their permit. Adult-use and medical consumption that is non-smoking/non-
. vaping could be allowed on the premises of permitted retail locations subject
Partial

to certain conditions-applied by DPH.
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Rationale

Recommendation

In determining the proper distribution of cannabis businesses across

While this ordinance was drafted to allow a more even distribution of retail

11 the City, the main goal is ensuring even distribution and access cannabis businesses across the City, San Francisco's industrial lands are
Land Use throughout the city. clustered on the eastern side of the city; therefore most non-retail businesses
Landscape Yes |is proposed to be located on the eastern side of the City.
San Francisco should allow existing permitted medical cannabis .
Zoning businesses and cannabis businesses that have been closed (as long The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who were in
Application 12 as they closed in good standing) to have priority consideration in the . good standing with the City but were forced to close due to federal
Standards adult use approval process, Yes [intervention/enforcement.
Recommiendation:Sub-Citegory: Conimunity Engagement -~ R I e e e T
Application Community engagement must be a part of the appliéation review "NL" because this recommendation is unclear in the context of today. This
Process ] . " y ordinance does not contemplate any new public engagement requirements at
13 |process for caim.nabls businesses. Policies related to how Fommumty this time, however, this may be addressed through future amendments of the
engagement is implemented are the charge of the oversight body. NL' |ordinances.
There Shofﬂd be a clear aPplxcatl?n and a cl?ar process‘based on The Office of Cannabis seeks to create a clear and transparent application
best practices for cannabis permits and/or licenses. This means that - . . :
14 . o process. Planning pre-applicaton requirements would apply to all MCDs in NC
there should be a comr.numty engagement process as a minimum districts, and the Office of Cannabis is contemplating amedments that would
standard for both medical and adult use. A . ) . .
. Partial |increase community engagement prior to permit approval and issuance.
The zoning application process for cannabis businesses should The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for
15 require documentation of community engagement activities and cannabis businesses, however, community engagement requirements are
maximize opportunities for community engagement early on in the . |being contemplated for inclusion in the ordinance through future
process that are as inclusive as possible. No |amendments.
Different thresholds and expectations should be established for the |
level of community engagement and review process required for The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for
16 |different types of land uses, e.g., a stand-alone cannabis retail store cannabis businesses, however, community engagement requirements are
may require more community engagement than a grow house "|being contemplated for mclusxon in the ordlnance through future
without a public-facing component. No {amendments.
) . : The Tegislation contemplates application requirements and operating
The application criteria and standards should be applied consistently standards that will be required of every operator, and then additional
17 {across businesses and should include mechanisms to ensure standards based on activity type, to ensure thorough and thoughful
accountability and include a high level of transparency. regulation of all activities. All criteria and standards will be made public. The
Yes

Recommendalon Sub- Categoryf Technical -

legislation proposes inspections to ensure accodntability.
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Recommendation Include [Rationale
Retail . ] While the proposed legislation offers many types of permits, it does not allow
Licensing San Francisco should make local permits for retail businesses for all activities allowed by the state such as nurseries and outdoor
‘(Elements ‘lavaliable for ali MCRSA and AUMA license categories and agriculture. All local applicants, except retail applicants, are not required to
microbusinesses. apply for an "M-Type" or and "A-Type" permit (although they will be required
Partial {by the state)
In addition to.the State-defined license types, the following local
license types should be '
created:
* New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking license
* New category: Virtual dispensary (i.e. physical location used for
delivery with no walk-in retail) ) .
* New c?tegory: Consumption lounge, !oring your own product The legislation only contemplates permit.types that align with existing state
(entertainment, restaurants, yoga studio, gy'm) license types established by MAUCRSA. This legislation does not propose a.
* New Category: Temporary Events, Cannabis Cup/Cultural Events, stand-alone consumption permit, does not allow for temporary event
and Farmers Market examples permits, and does not contemplate a virtual dispensary at this time (public
No |access to nonstorefront retail is not allowed under this proposal).
The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts
The retail permitting process in San Francisco should be streamlined DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application
and efficient. - process with an eye towards streamlining and application platform
Yes |development.
In the retail permitting process, existing permit holders in good
standing or those who have been displaced as a result of federal
intervention should receive priority processing and lic